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Current Topics. 
The Retirement of Mr. Justice Joyce. 

Tue Equity Bar will hear with regret of the retirement of 
Mr. Justice Joyce. For an exceptionally long period he 
filled the position of Junior Equity Counsel to the Treasury, 
and the reputation which he enjoyed as a junior was 
evidenced by the continuous succession of pupils who passe«l 
through his chambers, including Lord Parker, Mr. Hvucues, 
K.C., and Mr. Frank Russet, K.C. On the promotion of 
Mr. Justice Stirtine to the Court of Appeal in 1900, Mr. 
JOYCE was appointed to succeed him, and for the past fifteen 
years he has done excellent work in the judicial and adminis- 
trative duties of his office. He has established a reputation 
as a sound lawyer and a careful judge, and if at times the 
atmosphere of his court was strenuous, his essential geniality 
and strong common sense made it a pleasure to appear before 
him. Sir MarrHew INGLE Joyce has been a noted personality 
on the Equity Bench, and he will take with him into his 
retirement the good wishes of the profession. 


Lord Derby’s Recruiting Scheme and Solicitors. 
WE PRINT elsewhere two important letters on the subject of 
recruiting which have been issued by the Council of the Law 
Society. The longer of the two letters, and the form of sche- 
dule, are being sent to every practising solicitor, and the shorter 
to each of the provincial law societies. They deal with a ques- 
tion which has been very pressing ever since the beginning of 
the war—and has become still more pressing since the initiation 
of Lord Dersy’s recruiting scheme—as to the proportion ol 
clerks in an office who must be retained if the work of the office 
is to be carried on, and also, where there are partners, as to 
which of the partners can be spared. It is obvious that soli- 
citors’ businesses must be carried on, as well because they are 
essential to the maintenance of commercial and social life, as 
because they produce profits which are necessary both for the 
support of dependants and as a fund for taxation. A nd itis very 
desirable that the statement as to the proportion of skilled or 
experienced clerks necessary to be retained, which the Council 
have been asked to prepare, should be founded upon reliable 
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information, and this information only solicitors themselves 
can supply. No doubt the filling-up of the schedule will pre- 
sent some difficulty. In many offices, probably, the work of 
depletion has already been carried as far as possible. Work 
which is merely clerical can to a large extent be done by female 
substitutes, but for work which requires legal experience and 
knowledge no such alternative is available. A considerable 
amount of sacrifice must be borne here as in other spheres of 
life, and solicitors and their clerks who are over military age 
will not be slow to take on themselves the utmost burden of 
work. But in many offices they will not by themselves be suffi- 
cient for the carrying-on of the work, and an estimate must be 
made of the proportion of clerks who should be retained if the 
business is to be carried on with reasonable efficiency. We may 
also direct attention to the suggestion contained in the letter 
to the provincial law societies as to the supervision and conduct 
of the practices of solicitors of military age by their seniors. 
Probably a good deal has already been done in this direction, 
but the call for such assistance has now become more urgent. 
We have no doubt that solicitors generally will see that the 
Council of the Law Society have, as speedily as possible, the 
practical information on which their statement to the Depart- 
mental Committee must be based. 


Restraining Emigration in War Time. 


Some QveEsTIon has been raised in the House of Commons as 
to the power of the Crown to restrain emigration in times of 
war. It cannot be said that the extent of the Prerogative 
at common law is clearly defined on points of this kind. 
According to Buiackstone, indeed, ‘‘the established law 
is that the King may prohibit any of his subjects from 
leaving the realm’’ (1 Bl. Comm., bk. 1, chap. 7, p. 261). 
But the correctness of this view is doubtful. As regards 


times of peace, it is clearly opposed to the provisions of Magna 


Carta, under clause 42 of which all persons, except such as 
are under sentences of imprisonment or outlawry, may enter 
or leave the realm at any time either by land or sea; the 
clause, however, is expressly limited to times of peace. By 
the Confirmatio Cartarum of 1381, which was repealed in 
1607 by 4 Jac. 1, c. 1, s. 2, no one except a peer could leave 
the realm without the King’s licence; but by the time of 
Coxe (3 Inst. 179) the rule had become reversed, and such 
licence was required only by clergy, peers, and knights. In 
time of war, however, this provision of Magna Carta is 
inoperative, and there are two ways, which have some 
authority in their support, of restraining subjects as well as 
aliens from entering or leaving the realm: Broadfoot’s case 
(1743, Fost. 154-8). One of sthese modes is the issue of a 
Proclamation forbidding such ingress or egress (3 Inst. 179). 
The other is the issue of a writ Ve KHreat Regno served 
on named individuals : Sands v. Child (4 Mod. 177, note (b) ). 
But the writ for such a purpose seems to be obsolete, 
though it is still available in aid of civil process against a 
person who is on the point of leaving the kingdom to avoid 
payment of his debts (‘‘ Laws of England,’’ Equity, vol. 13, 
p. 60). Of course, embargoes on shipping are legal in times 
of war, although illegal in times of peace: Merchant 
Adventurers vy. Rebow (1687, 3 Mod. 126). But in the 
absence of a writ or a Proclamation, a mere order of the 
Executive putting difficulties in the way of subjects emigrat- 
ing is illegal unless it can be justified as a regulation for the 
safety of the realm under the recent Defence of the Realm 
Act. It appears, however, from a statement made by the 
Home Secretary, in the House of Commons on Wednesday, 
that steps are being taken to regularize the position. 


Enemy Goods in British Ships. 


THE DECISION which has just been given by the Privy 
Council in The Cargo ex The Roumanian (ante, p. 58; Times, 
11th inst.), depended mainly on two points: First, whether 
enemy goods on board a British ship at the outbreak of war 
were liable to seizure; and, secondly, whether oi] which had 





| been pumped out of the ship while lying in a British port 


into tanks on shore remained liable to seizure. Both points 
were decided against the enemy owners. As to the second, 
the tanks formed part of the port for the purpose of applying 
the rule as to capture, and the decision of the President (59 
Soricrtors’ Journat, 206; 1915, P. 26) was affirmed. But 
the first point was of more general interest and importance, 
and it raised the question of the possible extension of the rule 
as to enemy goods in neutral vessels, established by the 
Declaration of Paris, to enemy goods in British ships. Under 
the former British rule enemy goods in neutral ships were 
liable to capture; but no such doctrine applied to enemy 
goods on neutral land. For this purpose the Declaration of 
Paris assimilated neutral ships to neutral land—treated 
them, in fact, as neutral territory—and exempted them from 
capture. Now it has long been the rule that enemy goods 
on British land are not liable to capture, and if, as in the 
case of neutral ships and land, a British ship is treated as 
British territory, it follows that enemy goods on British ships 
are not liable to capture. But Lord Parker, who delivered 
the judgment of the Privy Council, declined to follow this 
reasoning. The assimilation of neutral ships to neutral 
territory, so as to exempt enemy goods, is allowed, 
not as a concessian to enemy owners, but as a con- 
cession to neutrals in the interest of international comity. 
No such consideration applies as regards enemy goods on 
British ships, and, accordingly, the case is not one in which 
the Declaration of Paris should be applied by way of analogy. 
And this ground of exemption failing, enemy goods on 
British ships are left to the general rule which subjects enemy 
goods at sea to capture, notwithstanding enemy goods on land 
are free from capture. The rule rests on the necessity of 
using sea power as a means of crippling the enemy’s trade. 
This is expressed in the following passage from Lord 
ParKer’s judgment :— 

One of the greatest advantages of sea power is the ability to 
cripple an enemy’s external trade, and for this reason the Crown's 
right to seize and appropriate enemy goods on the high seas, or in 
territorial waters, or the ports or harbours-.of the realm, has never 
been allowed to fall into desuetude. In order to attain this advan- 
tage of sea power in the fullest degree our Courts have always up- 
held the right of seizing such goods even when in neutral bottoms, 
and neutrals have always admitted or acquiesced in the exercise of 
that right, either because it was deemed to be a legitimate exercise 
of sea power in time of war, or because on some future occasion they 
themselves might be belligerents and desire to exercise a similar 
right on their own behalf. 

The relaxation of the rule introduced by the Declaration 
of Paris is not to be extended, and hence it is only when 
enemy goods are in neutral ships that they are exempt. 
Whether any further extension ought to be admitted is a 
question for the new adjustment of belligerent rights which 
may be expected to follow the war. Meanwhile, it may be 
noted that the Privy Council shew no disposition to tear up 
the Declaration of Paris, a course which has been freely 
recommended in certain quarters here, apparently with the 
notion that British sea power should be exercised with as little 
restraint of law and civilization as German land power. 


The Confiscation as Prize of British Interests. 


MorE QUESTIONABLE in point of principle, though not, 
perhaps, as regards the law established by judicial decision, is 
the question in The Cargo ex The Odessa, in which also the 
Privy Council (Times, 12th inst.) have affirmed the 
judgment of the President (59 Soricrrors’ Journat, 189; 
1915, P. 52), and have refused to recognize the claims of 
British subjects to a lien on captured enemy cargo. This, 
as we pointed out at the time (59 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, Pp. 
156), followed from the refusal of the President in The Mare 
Glaeser (59 Soxicrrors’ Journat, p. 8; 1914, P. 218) t 
recognize the validity of a neutral or British mortgage—for' 
the two stand on the same footing—on an enemy ship. We 
have also admitted (58 Soticrrors’ Journal, p. 833) that, 
judged by the decision of Lord Stowett in The Tobago (4 
Ch. Rob. 218), and The Marianna (6 Ch. Rob. 24), whiel 
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have been followed since in this country and elsewhere, there 
is no doubt that the condemnation of an enemy ship carries 
with it the confiscation of all mortgage interests in the ship to 
whomsoever they belong; and the same rule applies to 
mortgages and liens on enemy goods in enemy ships. In the 
present case there were liens in favour of British subjects 
created on enemy goods in an enemy ship by the acceptance 
against the bills of lading of bills of over £40,000. Sir 
SamveL Evans held that these liens were subject to confisca- 
tion with the goods, and the right of capture exercised by the 
British Government thus involves a loss to British subjects of 
the sum just stated. We have never had any doubt that the 
law as laid down by Lord StoweELu was wrong in principle 
and ought to be overruled. And we are not impressed with 
the reasons adduced by Lord Mersey, who delivered the 
judgment of the Privy Council, for not overruling it. ‘‘ The 
rule,’’ says the learned judge, ‘‘ by which ownership is taken 
as the criterion is not a mere rule of practice or convenience ; 
it is not a rule of thumb. It lays down a test capable of 
universal application, and therefore peculiarly appropriate to 
questions with which a Court of Prize has to deal.’’ And 
then Lord Mersey refers to the difficulties which might exist 
in investigating claims arising, perhaps, under various 
systems of municipal law, and to the possibility that, if liens 
were recognized, enemy subjects might contrive to secure 
liens under neutral guise. But courts of law—and Prize 
Courts no less than other courts—exist for the purpose of in- 
vestigating complicated claims, and also of looking beyond 
the form in which a transaction is disguised to the substance. 
The right of capture is at best a harsh one, and no considera- 
tions of the difficulty of the task before it should prevent the 
Court from taking care that what is confiscated is, in fact, 
enemy property, and not neutral or British property. We 
ought also to quote the following passage from Lord 
Mersey’s judgment : — 

War must in its very nature work hardship to individuals, and 
in laying down rules to be applied internationally to circumstances 
arising out of a state of war it would be impossible to avoid it. 
All that can be done is to lay down rules which, if applied generally 
by civilized nations, will, without interfering with the belligerent 
rights of capture, avoid as far as may be any loss to innocent 
parties. It is precisely because the recognition of liens or other 
rights a out of private contracts would so seriously interfere 
with the belligerent right of capture that the Courts have refused 
to recognize such liens or rights in spite of the hardship which 
might be caused to individuals from such want of recognition, 

But this seems to us to beg the question. The belligerent 
right of capture should adjust itself to, and not override, 
the rights of subjects and of neutrals. The Government 
have, as is well known, recognized the fundamental injustice 
of the law as thus laid down by creating a special tribunal— 
a Court of Equity—to grant compensation in such cases. 
History is repeating itself, and the Crown has to satisfy its 
conscience by granting the relief which the narrowness of the 
law refuses. 


The Statutory Limitation on Actions against 
Local Authorities. 


Tue House of Lords have interpreted in a somewhat novel, 
but we believe thoroughly sound, fashion the character of the 
statutory limitation imposed on actions against corporations 
or persons acting under public authority by section 1 of the 
Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893. That section pro- 
vides as follows :— 


Where any action is commenced in the United 
Kingdom against any person for any act done in pursuance, or 
execution, or intended execution of any Act of Parliament, or of 
any public duty or authority, or in respect of any alleged neglect 
or default in the execution of any such Act, duty, or authority . , 

(a) The action . . . shall not lie unless it is com- 
menced within six months next after the act, neglect, or default 
compleined of . . . 


Now the scope of the protection thus afforded has never been 
very satisfactorily settled; it does not extend to all actions 
brought against a local authority—that is almost the only point 
which is quite clear. It might indeed be argued that all acts 





done by such an authority or its agents, if intra vires at all, 
must be acts done in pursuance either of an ‘‘ Act of Parlia- 
ment’’ or of ‘“‘a valile duty or authority,’’ and that all 
defaults of its agents for which it is responsible at all—which is 
only possible on the doctrine of Respondeat superior—must be 
defaults incidental to conduct of the local authority which is 
intra vires, and therefore done in pursuance of some public or 
statutory authority. But this view has long been regarded as 
too wide, and gradually it has come to be more or less accepted 
that ‘‘torts’’ of the corporation or its agent are the true 
subject-matter of the protection, and that breaches of contract, 
of trust, or of some equity, are not within the statute’s purview 
at all: Sharpington v. The Fulham Guardians (1904, 2 Ch. 
449). To this rather rigid rule of interpretation one natural 
and obvious modification has been made in a number of cases. 
It is not the form of action but the substance which decides 
whether or not it arises ex delicto or ex contractu, and actions 
in debt to recover money improperly exacted, although con- 
tractual in form, are tortious in substance, and so within the 
statutory protection: Midland Railway Co. v. Withington 
Local Board (11 Q. B. D. 788). 


Private Obligations of Local Authorities. 

Burt THE case of Bradford Corporation v. Myers (reported 
elsewhere) has led to a fresher and more reasonable statement 
of the principle by the Lord Chancellor. Here the corpora- 
tion had statutory powers conferred by the Bradford Corpora- 
tion Gas and Improvement Act, 1871, s. 20, which provided 
that the corporation ‘‘ may make, store, and supply gas . 
and may sell, manufacture, store, and dispose of coke. . . 
and other matters the products of the coal or other materials 
employed in the manufacture of such gas . . . in such manner 
as the corporation may think fit, provided always that the cor- 
poration shall not store the residual products of gas ’’ except on 
certain specified land. They exercised these statutory powers 
by selling coke, and the plaintiff bought a ton to be delivered 
at his house. The corporation driver, it was alleged, delivered 
the coke in such a way as to break the plaintiff’s window, and 
the latter sued them in negligence, but his action was not 
commenced within the statutory period of six months. Is such 
an action within the statute and therefore barred? A county 
court judge held that it was, because the action lay in tort. 
His view was upheld by a divided Divisional Court, Mr. 
Justice Bray affirming and Mr. Justice Montacu LusH dis- . 
agreeing with it. The Court of Appeal reversed it unani- 
mously, and the House of Lords have upheld their decision. 
But all the judges below who took this view had thought 
it necessary that the action, though in _ substance 
ex delicto, should arise somehow out of ‘‘ contrac- 
tual relations’’ between the plaintiff and the corpora- 
tion ; they felt it necessary to drag in ‘‘ contract’’ in order 
to exclude the statute. The Lord Chancellor took bolder 
ground, and his colleagues agreed with him. He asserted that 
the real distinction between acts within and acts without the 
scope of the statute is not in reality the question of their 
tortious or contractual character; that is a mere accident. 
The real question is whether the duty or authority which 
entitles the corporation to do the acts out of which the mischief 
complained of arose is one which it owes to all members of the 
public and can be compelled by all to perform, or is merely a 
private obligation towards some particular member of the 
public, which it is authorized by statute or common law to enter 
into if in its discretion it so chooses. In the former case, the 
act done is one ‘‘ in pursuance of a public duty or authority,”’ 
and a default arising out of it is protected. In the latter case, 
the act done is one in pursuance of the exercise of the cor- 
poration’s discretion, and its consequences receive no special 
protection. An ingenious attempt to argue that the corpora- 
tion owed a duty to the public-at-large to avoid committing a 
nuisance by getting rid of coke as a ‘‘ waste product ’’ naturally 
failed to convince the House, and the plaintiff’s right to com- 
mence proceedings after the period of short limitation was 
affirmed. It may be noted that the six months’ limitation is 
found in practice to be very oppressive, and it deserves con- 
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sideration whether it should not be replaced by the ordinary 
limitation of six years. 


The Administration of the Stamp Laws. 

THE JupGE of the Shoreditch County Court does not appear 
to share the dislike felt by many legal practitioners to stamp 
objections. His Honour, upon a question as to the stamp on a 
document, is reported to have expressed a wish that the Inland 
Revenue authorities would wake up to the possibilities in 
penalties, inasmuch as there could be no doubt that the money 
could be profitably employed by the nation. If these author- 
ities would rigidly enforce penalties, the gain would be enor- 
mous. Ina fortnight he had sent £50 worth of penalties from 
his court, but nothing had been done beyond warning the 
parties against the consequences of a repetition of their offence. 
The judge considered that if he had the power he could collect 
£100 a fortnight for the improper use of penny stamps instead 
of agreement stamps. The learned judge, in his anxiety to 
augment the revenue, seems to regard stamp laws and penalties 
with more sympathy than has been expressed by some of his 
predecessors in the courts of judicature. Mr. Justice 
rAUNTON, in the case of Morley v. /lall (2 Dowl. 494), said 
that the law upon the subject of stamps involved nothing: of 
principle or reason, but depended altogether on the language 
of the Legislature. Incongruities were at a later period dis- 
covered in the provisions of the different statutes, and the sec- 
tions preventing an unduly stamped document from being 
available for any purpose whatever had frequently the effect 
of defeating a good right of action. Stamp objections became 
unpopular, and the necessities of the revenue led to an express 
enactment making it the duty of the judge to reject any docu- 
ment which requires to be stamped, whether or not advocates 
object to its admission. None the less, the rigid enforcement 
of the penalties would frequently be harsh, and the practice of 
the Inland Revenue to which the learned judge seems to object 
ought not to be discouraged. 








The Capacity of Foreign Corpora- 


tions to Own Property in 


England. 
1. 


Tue status of foreign corporations in English courts of law 
is in many respects amply established by judicial decision ; but 
there is little express authority on the capacity of such 
bodies to own property in England, and the law relating to 
this subject has to be deduced from the principles applied by 
the courts in admitting foreign corporations to sue or be sued 
It is now well settled that the English law 
recognizes foreign corporations—-that is, corporations created 
under the law of some foreign country—as legally constituted 
artificial persons capable of suing and being sued in English 
courts either in contract or in tort (Dutch West India Co. v. 
Van Moses, 1 Strange, 612; Henriques v. Dutch West India 
C'o., 2 Ld. Raym. 1532, 1535; National Bank of St. Charles 
v. De Bernales, 1 C. & P. 569; Neu by v. Van Oppen, L. B. 
7 Q. B. 293, 294). And it is equally well established that 
foreign trading corporations, having offices in England, may 
be recognized in English law as carrying on business in Eng- 
land and as residing in Egland (Bateman v. Service, 6 App. 
Cas. 386, 289-392; La Bourgogne, 1899, P. 1; 1899, A. C. 
131; Logan v. Bank of Scotland, 1904, 2 K. B. 495, 498,499: 
De Beers Consolidated Mines (Limited) v. Howe, 1906, A. C. 
448; Saccharin Corporation (Limited) v. Fabrik von Heyden 
Aktiengesellschaft, 1911, 2 K. B. 516; cf. Okura d&: Co. 
(Limited) v. Forshacka Jernuerks Aktiebolag, 1914, 1 K. B. 
715). It is also considered that a foreign corporation is in the 
same position as an alien natural person with respect to the 
effect upon its contracts and property of a war declared 
between the country of its constitution and this country 


in this country. 





(Janson v. Driefontein Consolidated Mines (Limited), 1902, 
A. C. 484, 497-499, 505, 506; Robinson v. Continental In- 
surance Co. of Mannheim, 1915, 1 K. B. 155; W. L. Ingle 
v. Mannheim Insurance Cor poration, thid, 227, 230, 231; The 
Roumanian, 1915, P. 26, 35; affirmed in P. C., ante, p. 58; 
Times, 11th inst.; Re Wilhelm Hemsoth (Limited), 1915, 
W. N. 194). 

English courts will clearly recognize the owning capacity 
of a foreign corporation with regard to any property which 
it possesses under the law of the country of its constitution ; 
for instance, a ship on the high seas or in an English port, 
or goods shipped as cargo from a foreign port (General Steam 
Navigation Co. v. Grillou, 11 M. & W. 877, 895; The Mecca, 
1895, P. 95; The Tommi, 1914, P. 251; The Roumanian, ubi 
sup.). There are express decisions that a foreign corporation 
may sue under the general law existing in English courts, 
apart from statute, to prevent or obtain redress for an injury 
in this country to its trade-mark (Collins Co. v. Reeves, 3 K,. 
& J. 423), or trade name (La Société Anonyme des Anciens 
Etablissements Panhard et Levassor v. Panhard Levassor 
Motor Co. (Limited), 1901, 2 Ch. 513). And the capacity of 
a foreign corporation to take the benefit of a patent for an 
invention (see Re Application by Société Anonyme du 
Generateur du Temple, 13 Pat. Cas. 54, 56; Badische Anilin 
und Soda Fabrik v. Basle Chemical Works, 1897, 2 Ch. 322; 
1898, A. C. 200; Badische Anilin, &c., v. Hickson, 1905, 
2 Ch. 495; 1906, A. C. 419), to be the proprietor and to take 
the benefit of a registered trade-mark (Re Aktiebolayet 
B.A. F. Hjorth & Uo.’s Trade-mark ‘ Primus,’’ 1910, 2 Ch. 
64; Re Itala Fabbrica di Automobili’s Application, 1910, 
W. N. 170; Re Carl Lindstroem Aktiengesellschaft’s Trade- 
mark, 1914, 2 Ch. 103), and to become a shareholder in an 
English company (Colonial Gold Reef (Limited) v. Free State 
Rand (Limited), 1914, 1 Ch. 382), has been judicially recog- 
nized. 

The general principles to be applied in any English court 
in which a foreign corporation is suing or being sued in 
respect of its property are these:—First, evidence must be 
given that the foreign corporation is by the law of the country 
in which it was constituted a legally constituted body of the 
like nature as a corporation formed under English law, and so 
endowed with the capacity of owning, and where necessary of 
disposing of, the property in question, whether land or goods. 
When this burden of proof has been discharged, the foreign 
corporation will be recognized as a duly constituted foreign 
artificial person with such capacity with regard to property as 
it has under the law of the country of its origin (see the 
three cases first cited above; indeed, all the authorities cited 
are in point). Secondly, supposing the owning capacity of 
the foreign corporation under the law of its constitution to 
have been fully established, effect must be given thereto with 
regard to property in England, subject to the restrictions im- 
posed by English law (a) on the holding of property by cor- 
porations or similar artificial persons, and (4) on the holding 
of property by alien persons, natural or artificial, 

No restriction is imposed by English law on the holding of 
chattels personal by corporations. It seems clear, from the 
authorities above cited, that in English law a foreign corpora- 
tion will be treated as a duly constituted foreign artificial 
person capable of the ownership of tangible moveable goods 
(choses in possession) and of being invested with the rights 
comprised in choses in action, in the extended sense of the 
term (see Williams on Personal Property, 17th ed., pp. 29 «¢ 
seq-, 42, 43, 101, 103). And, asa rule, an alien may take, hold 
and dispose of chattels personal as freely as a natural born 
British subject may (And. 25, pl. 56; 1 Black. Comm. 360). 
But an alien is not qualified to be the owner of a British ship 
(Stat. 4 & 5 Geo. 5, c. 17, s. 17 (2), replacing 33 Vict. c. 14, 
s. 14; and see Stat. 57 & 58 Vict. c. 60, s. 1). It appears, 
therefore, that a foreign corporation, having by the law of 
its constitution ihe capacity of owning such property as is 
comprised in what the English law terms chattels personal, can 
take, hold and dispose of chattels personal in England as freely 
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as an alien natural person may. But a foreign corporation is 
not, as a rule, qualified to be the owner of a British ship. 
Bodies corporate, however, which are established under and 
subject to the laws of some parts of His Majesty’s dominions, 
and have their principal place of business in those dominions, 
are empowered under the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (Stat. 
57 & 58 Vict. c. 60, s. 1), to be the owners of British ships. 
All corporations, therefore, which have been so established in 
any part of the King’s dominions outside England, and have 
such a principal place of business, may own a British ship, or 
any sbare therein, notwithstanding that for the purposes of 
suing and being sued in this country they stand in English 
law on the same footing as foreign corporations (see Bateman 
y. Service, 6 App. Cas. 286; Logan v. Bank of Scotland, 
1904, 2 K. B. 495). 

It should be noted that, besides the law established by the 
decisions above cited as to foreign corporations carrying on 
business in this country, it has been recognized by the Legisla- 
ture that companies incorporated under the law of any foreign 
country may establish a place of business within the United 
Kingdom and carry on business here. 

Thus by the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, s. 274, 
every company incorporated outside the United Kingdom 
which establishes a place of business within the United King- 
dom is required, on pain of incurring the fines therein men- 
tioned (sub-section 5), to file with the Registrar of Companies 
the documents and particulars therein specified. These include 
(by sub-section 1 (a) ) a certified copy of the instrument consti- 
tuting or defining the constitution of the company, and if it be 
not written in English, a certified translation thereof ; (by sub- 
section 1 (4) ) a list of the directors of the company ; (by sub- 
section 1 (c)) the names and addresses of some one or more 
persons resident in the United Kingdom authorized to accept 
on behalf of the company service of process and notices re- 
quired to be served on the company ; (by sub-section 1) notice 
of any alteration4m any of the above particulars; and (by sub- 
section 3) (annually) such a statement in the form of a balance- 
sheet as would, if it were a company formed and registered 
under that Act, be required to be included in the annual sum- 
mary. And (by sub-section 4) every company to which the 
section applies, and which uses the word ‘‘ Limited ”’ as part 
of its name, shall 

(a) in every prospectus inviting subscriptions for its shares or 
debentures in the United Kingdom state the country in which the 
company is incorporated ; and 

(6) conspicuously exhibit in every place where it carries on busi 
ness in the United Kingdom the name of the company and the 
country in which the company is incorporated ; and 

(c) have the name of the company and of the country in which 
the company is incorporated mentioned in legible characters in all 
billheads and letter-paper, and in all notices, advertisements, and 
other official publications of the company. 

The question of the capacity of foreign corporations to own 
land in England raises some important points of law, which, 
so far as the writer is aware, have never been discussed, either 
in the Courts or by text-writers. It will be more convenient 
to deal with them in the next number of this journal. We 
may, however, quote here an important enactment on the 
subject. 

By the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, 
& company incorporated in a British possession, which has 
filed with the Registrar of Companies the documents and par- 
ticulars specified in paragraphs (a), (4), and (c) of sub-section 
1 of the preceding section of that Act, shall have the same 
power to hold lands in the United Kingdom as if it were a 
company incorporated under that Act (see sections 16 (2) 
(generally empowering companies so incorporated to hold 


lands), and 19). 


6. Bees 


T. Cyprian WILLIAMs. 
(To be continued.) 








Tne Atttance Assurance Company (Lturrep).—The directors at thei: 
Meeting on the 17th instant declared an interim dividend at the rate 
of 5s. per share, less income tax, which will be payable on the 5th 


January, 1916. 





American War Documents. 
(Continued from p. 56.) 

The American Protest against British Policy (continued) :— 

(2) Lhe Blockade Measures.—The American Note of 5th Novem 
ber takes strong exception to the blockade of Germany and 
Austro-Hungary which Great Britain intended to establish by the 
Order in Council of 11th March, as expounded by the British 
Notes of 15th March and 23rd July. The first objection is that 
the blockade is also in effect a blockade of neutral ports adjacent to 
Germany ; while the difficulty of American trade with neutral 
ports is increased by the fact that arrangements have been made 
for the creation in neutral countries of special consignees or con- 
signment corporations, with power to refuse shipments, and to 
determine when the state of the country’s resources requires the 
importation of new commodities ; and, further, that “a consignor 
is required to prove that his shipments are not bound to an enemy 
of Great Britain, even when the articles are on the embargo list 
of the neutral country to which they are destined, and that not- 
withstanding the assertion in the last British Note that interfer- 
ence with such trade by a belligerent can only take place ‘ provided 
of course that he (the belligerent) can establish’ that the commerce 
is with the enemy.’ These interferences with American trade 
have, it is stated, forced the United States Government to abandon 
the leniency with which it was at first inclined to view measures 
which were termed in the correspondence, if not in the Order in 
Council of 11th March, a “ blockade.”’ This leniency was based 
on the assurances of the British Government “that inconvenience 
to neutral trade would be minimised by the discretion left to the 
courts in the application of the Order in Council, and by the in- 
structions which, it was said, would be issued to the administra- 
tive and other authorities having to do with the execution of the 
so-called ‘ blockade’ measures”; and in the expectation that the 
administration of the Order in Council would conform to the esta- 
blished rules of international law, the United States Government 
“has until now reserved the question of the actual validity of the 
Order in Council of 11th March, in so far as it is considered by the 
Government of Great Britain to establish a blockade within the 
meaning of that term as understood in the law and the practice of 
nations.”” But the expectations formed by the United States 
Government were, it is stated, based on a misconception of the 
intentions of the British Government, and in the circumstances 
now developed the United States Government challenges the 
validity of the alleged blockade. 

For its validity three tests are laid down. First, there is the 
rule embodied in the Declaration of Paris that “blockades, in 
order to be binding, must be effective, that is to say, maintained 
by force sufficient really to prevent access to the coast of the 
enemy.’ But the British blockade is not effective, because there 
is free traffic in the Baltic between Scandinavian countries and 
the German coasts, and German warships prey upon neutral com- 
merce both in the North Sea and the Baltic. “ Furthermore, 
from the recent placing of cotton on the British list of contraband 
of war it appears that His Majesty’s Government have themselves 
been forced to the conclusion that the blockade is ineffective to 
prevent shipments of cotton from reaching their enemies, or else 
that they are doubtful as to the legality of the sort of blockade 
which they have sought to maintain.’’ Secondly, a blockade must 
apply impartially to the ships of all nations. But in the present 
British “ blockade,’”’ as just indicated, German ports are notori- 
ously open to traflic with the ports of Denmark, Norway and 
Sweden. Moreover, Great Britain herself, as appears from the 
British Note of 13th August, is exporting largely to Norway, 
Sweden, Denmark and Holland, whose ports, so far as American 
commerce is concerned, she regards as blockaded; although, 
according to The Franciska (10 Moo, P. C., p. 56), ports cannot be 
regarded as effectively blockaded if the blockading State itself 
trades with them. And thirdly, a blockade cannot, according to 
the law of nations, extend to a neutral port, notwithstanding the 
importance of that port as a base of supply to the enemy. This 
is supported by reference to the Declaration of London, which 
has been adopted, without modification on this point, by the 
British Order in Council of 29th October, 1914—“ The blockading 
forces must not bar access to neutral ports or coasts” (Art. 18) ; 
to the report of the Drafting Committee ; and to the instructions 
to the British delegates to the Conference of London, which in- 
cluded the following sentences, stated in those instructions to be 
founded on the decisions of the British Courts :— 

“A blockade must be confined to the ports and coast of the 
enemy, but it may be instituted of one port or of several ports 
or of the whole of the sea-board of the enemy. It may be in- 
stituted to prevent the ingress only or egress only, or both.” 

“ Where the ship does not intend to proceed to the blockaded 
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sideration whether it should not be replaced by the ordinary 
limitation of six years. 


The Administration of the Stamp Laws. 

THE JUDGE of the Shoreditch County Court does not appear 
to share the dislike felt by many legal practitioners to stamp 
objections. His Honour, upon a question as to the stamp on a 
document, is reported to have expressed a wish that the Inland 
Revenue authorities would wake up to the possibilities in 
penalties, inasmuch as there could be no doubt that the money 
could be profitably employed by the nation. If these author- 
ities would rigidly enforce penalties, the gain would be enor- 
mous. Ina fortnight he had sent £50 worth of penalties from 
his court, but nothing had been done beyond warning the 
parties against the consequences of a repetition of their offence. 
The judge considered that if he had the power he could collect 
£100 a fortnight for the improper use of penny stamps instead 
of agreement stamps. The learned judge, in his anxiety to 
augment the revenue, seems to regard stamp laws and penalties 
with more sympathy than has been expressed by some of his 
predecessors in the courts of judicature. Mr. Justice 
‘TAUNTON, in the case of Morley v. Hall (2 Dowl. 494), said 
that the law upon the subject of stamps involved nothing’ of 
principle or reason, but depended altogether on the language 
of the Legislature. Incongruities were at a later period dis- 
covered in the provisions of the different statutes, and the sec- 
tions preventing an unduly stamped document from being 
available for any purpose whatever had frequently the effect 
of defeating a good right of action. Stamp objections became 
unpopular, and the necessities of the revenue led to an express 
enactment making it the duty of the judge to reject any docu- 
ment which requires to be stamped, whether or not advocates 
object to its admission. None the less, the rigid enforcement 
of the penalties would frequently be harsh, and the practice of 
the Inland Revenue to which the learned judge seems to object 
ought not to be discouraged. 








The Capacity of Foreign Corpora- 


tions to Own 
England. 
I. 


Tue status of foreign corporations in English courts of law 
is in many respects amply established by judicial decision ; but 
there is little express authority on the capacity of such 
bodies to own property in England, and the law relating to 
this subject has to be deduced from the principles applied by 
the courts in admitting foreign corporations to sue or be sued 
in this country. It is now well settled that the English law 
recognizes foreign corporations—-that is, corporations created 
under the law of some foreign country—as legally constituted 
artificial persons capable of suing and being sued in English 
courts either in contract or in tort (Dutch West India Co. v. 
Van Moses, 1 Strange, 612; Henriques v. Dutch West India 
(’o., 2 Ld. Raym. 1532, 1535: National Bank of St. Charles 
v. De Bernales, 1 C. & P. 569; Newby v. Van Oppen, L. R. 
7 Q. B. 293, 294). And it is equally well established that 
foreign trading corporations, having offices in England, may 
be recognized in English law as carrying on business in Eng- 
land and as residing in Egland (Bateman v. Service, 6 App. 
Cas. 386, 289-392; La Bourgogne, 1899, P. 1; 1899, A. C. 
Sl: Logan v. Bank of Scotland, 1904, 2 K. B. 495, 498,499: 
De Beers Consolidated Mines (Limited) v. Howe, 1906, A. C. 
448; Saccharin Corporation (Limited) v. Fabrik von Heyden 
Aktiengesellschaft, 1911, 2 K. B. 516; ef. Okura & Co. 
(Limited) v. Forshacka Jernuerks Aktiebolag, 1914, 1 K. B. 
715). It is also considered that a foreign corporation is in the 
same position as an alien natural person with respect to the 
effect upon its contracts and property of a war declared 
between the country of its constitution and this country 


Property in 





(Janson v. Driefontein Consolidated Mines (Limited), 1902, 
A. C. 484, 497-499, 505, 506; Robinson v. Continental In- 
surance Co. of Mannheim, 1915, 1 K. B. 155; W. L. Ingle 
v. Mannheim Insurance Corporation, thid. 227, 230, 231; The 
Roumanian, 1915, P. 26, 35; affirmed in P. C., ante, p. 58; 
Times, 11th inst.; Re Wilhelm Hemsoth (Limited), 1915, 
W. N. 194). 

English courts will clearly recognize the owning capacity 
of a foreign corporation with regard to any property which 
it possesses under the law of the country of its constitution ; 
for instance, a ship on the high seas or in an English port, 
or goods shipped as cargo from a foreign port (General Steam 
Navigation Co. v. Grillou, 11 M. & W. 877, 895; The Mecca, 
1895, P. 95; The Tommi, 1914, P. 251; The Roumanian, ubi 
sup.). There are express decisions that a foreign corporation 
may sue under the general law existing in English courts, 
apart from statute, to prevent or obtain redress for an injury 
in this country to its trade-mark (Collins Vo. vy. Reeves, 3 K. 
& J. 423), or trade name (La Société Anonyme des Anciens 
Etablissements Panhard et Levassor v. Panhard Levassor 
Motor Co. (Limited), 1901, 2 Ch. 513). And the capacity of 
a foreign corporation to take the benefit of a patent for an 
invention (see Re Application by Société Anonyme du 
Generateur du Temple, 13 Pat. Cas. 54, 56; Badische Anilin 
und Soda Fabrik v. Basle Chemical Works, 1897, 2 Ch. 322; 
1898, A. C. 200; Badische Anilin, &c., v. Hickson, 1905, 
2 Ch. 495; 1906, A. C. 419), to be the proprietor and to take 
the benefit of a registered trade-mark (Re Aktiebolayet 
B.A. F. Hjorth & Uo.’s Trade-mark ‘‘ Primus,’’ 1910, 2 Ch. 
64; Re Itala Fabbrica di Automobili’s Application, 1910, 
W. N. 170; Re Carl Lindstroem Aktiengesellschaft’s Trade- 
mark, 1914, 2 Ch. 103), and to become a shareholder in an 
English company (Colonial Gold Reef (Limited) v. Free State 
Rand (Limited), 1914, 1 Ch. 382), has been judicially recog- 
nized. 

The general principles to be applied in any English court 
in which a foreign corporation is suing or being sued in 
respect of its property are these:—First, evidence must be 
given that the foreign corporation is by the law of the country 
in which it was constituted a legally constituted body of the 
like nature as a corporation formed under English law, and so 
endowed with the capacity of owning, and where necessary of 
disposing of, the property in question, whether land or goods. 
When this burden of proof has been discharged, the foreign 
corporation will be recognized as a duly constituted foreign 
artificial person with such capacity with regard to property as 
it has under the law of the country of its origin (see the 
three cases first cited above; indeed, all the authorities cited 
are in point). Secondly, supposing the owning capacity of 
the foreign corporation under the law of its constitution to 
have been fully established, effect must be given thereto with 
regard to property in England, subject to the restrictions im- 
posed by English law (a) on the holding of property by cor- 
porations or similar artificial persons, and (4) on the holding 
of property by alien persons, natural or artificial, 

No restriction is imposed by English law on the holding of 
chattels personal by corporations. It seems clear, from the 
authorities above cited, that in English law a foreign corpora- 
tion will be treated as a duly constituted foreign artificial 
person capable of the ownership of tangible moveable goods 
(choses in possession) and of being invested with the rights 
comprised in choses in action, in the extended sense of the 
term (see Williams on Personal Property, 17th ed., pp. 29 ¢¢ 
seq., 42, 43, 101, 103). And, asa rule, an alien may take, hold 
and dispose of chattels personal as freely as a natural born 
British subject may (And. 25, pl. 56; 1 Black. Comm. 360). 
But an alien is not qualified to be the owner of a British ship 
(Stat. 4 & 5 Geo. 5, c. 17, s. 17 (2), replacing 33 Vict. c. 14, 
s. 14; and see Stat. 57 & 58 Vict. c. 60, s. 1). It appears, 
therefore, that a foreign corporation, having by the law of 
its constitution ithe capacity of owning such property as is 
comprised in what the English law terms chattels personal, can 
take, hold and dispose of chattels personal in England as freely 
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as an alien tiatural person may. But a foreign corporation is 
not, as a rule, qualified to be the owner of a British ship. 
Bodies corporate, however, which are established under and 
subject to the laws of some parts of His Majesty’s dominions, 
and have their principal place of business in those dominions, 
are empowered under the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894 (Stat. 
57 & 58 Vict. c. 60, s. 1), to be the owners of British ships. 
All corporations, therefore, which have been so established in 
any part of the King’s dominions outside England, and have 
such a principal place of business, may own a British ship, or 
any sbare therein, notwithstanding that for the purposes of 
suing and being sued in this country they stand in English 
law on the same footing as foreign corporations (see Bateman 
y. Service, 6 App. Cas. 286; Logan v. Bank of Scotland, 
1904, 2 K. B. 495). 

It should be noted that, besides the law established by the 
decisions above cited as to foreign corporations carrying on 
business in this country, it has been recognized by the Legisla- 
ture that companies incorporated under the law of any foreign 
country may establish a place of business within the United 
Kingdom and carry on business here. 

Thus by the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, s. 274, 
every company incorporated outside the United Kingdom 
which establishes a place of business within the United King- 
dom is required, on pain of incurring the fines therein men- 
tioned (sub-section 5), to file with the Registrar of Companies 
the documents and particulars therein specified. These include 
(by sub-section 1 (a) ) a certified copy of the instrument consti- 
tuting or defining the constitution of the company, and if it be 
not written in English, a certified translation thereof ; (by sub- 
section 1 (4) ) a list of the directors of the company ; (by sub- 
section 1 (c)) the names and addresses of some one or more 
persons resident in the United Kingdom authorized to accept 
on behalf of the company service of process and notices re- 
quired to be served on the company ; (by sub-section 1) notice 
of any alteration m any of the above particulars; and (by sub- 
section 3) (annually) such a statement in the form of a balance- 
sheet as would, if it were a company formed and registered 
under that Act, be required to be included in the annual sum- 
mary. And (by sub-section 4) every company to which the 
section applies, and which uses the word ‘‘ Limited ’’ as part 
of its name, shall 

(a) in every prospectus inviting subscriptions for its shares or 
debentures in the United Kingdom state the country in which the 
company is incorporated ; and 

(4) conspicuously exhibit in every place where it carries on busi 
ness in the United Kingdom the name of the company and the 
country in which the company is incorporated ; and 

(c) have the name of the company and of the country in which 
the company is incorporated mentioned in legible characters in all 
billheads and letter-paper, and in all notices, advertisements, and 
other official publications of the company. 

The question of the capacity of foreign corporations to own 
land in England raises some important points of law, which, 
so far as the writer is aware, have never been discussed, either 
in the Courts or by text-writers. It will be more convenient 
to deal with them in the next number of this journal. We 
may, however, quote here an important enactment on the 
subject. 

By the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, s. 275, 
a company incorporated in a British possession, which has 
filed with the Registrar of Companies the documents and par- 
ticulars specified in paragraphs (a), (4), and (c) of sub-section 
1 of the preceding section of that Act, shall have the same 
power to hold lands in the United Kingdom as if it were a 
company incorporated under that Act (see sections 16 (2) 
(generally empowering companies so incorporated to hold 
lands), and 19). 

T. Cyprian WILLIAMs. 
(To be continued.) 








Tue Arttance Assurance Company (Limrtrep).—The directors at thei: 
ineeting on the 17th instant declared an interim dividend at the rate 
of 5s, per share, less income tax, which will be payable on the 5th 


January, 1916, 





American War Documents. 
(Continued from p. 56.) 


The American Protest against British Policy (continued) :— 

(2) Lhe Blockade Measures.—The American Note of 5th Novem 
ber takes strong exception to the blockade of Germany and 
Austro-Hungary which Great Britain intended to establish by the 
Order in Council of 11th March, as expounded by the British 
Notes of 15th March and 23rd July. The first objection is that 
the blockade is also in effect a blockade of neutral ports adjacent to 
Germany ; while the difficulty of American trade with neutral 
ports 1s increased by the fact that arrangements have been made 
for the creation in neutral countries of special consignees or con- 
signment corporations, with power to refuse shipments, and to 
determine when the state of the country’s resources requires the 
importation of new commodities ; and, further, that “a consignor 
is required to prove that his shipments are not bound to an enemy 
of Great Britain, even when the articles are on the embargo list 
of the neutral country to which they are destined, and that not- 
withstanding the assertion in the last British Note that interfer- 
ence with such trade by a belligerent can only take place ‘ provided 
of course that he (the belligerent) canestablish’ that the commerce 
is with the enemy.’ These interferences with American trade 
have, it is stated, forced the United States Government to abandon 
the leniency with which it was at first inclined to view measures 
which were termed in the correspondence, if not in the Order in 
Council of 11th March, a “ blockade.”” This leniency was based 
on the assurances of the British Government “that inconvenience 
to neutral trade would be minimised by the discretion left to the 
courts in the application of the Order in Council, and by the in- 
structions which, it was said, would be issued to the administra- 
tive and other authorities having to do with the execution of the 
so-called ‘blockade’ measures”; and in the expectation that the 
administration of the Order in Council would conform to the esta- 
blished rules of international law, the United States Government 
“has until now reserved the question of the actual validity of the 
Order in Council of 11th March, in so far as it is considered by the 
Government of Great Britain to establish a blockade within the 
meaning of that term as understood in the law and the practice of 
nations.”” But the expectations formed by the United States 
Government were, it is stated, based on a misconception of the 
intentions of the British Government, and in the circumstances 
now developed the United States Government challenges the 
validity of the alleged blockade. 

For its validity three tests are laid down. First, there is the 
rule embodied in the Declaration of Paris that “blockades, in 
order to be binding, must be effective, that is to say, maintained 
by force sufficient really to prevent access to the coast of the 
enemy.’ But the British blockade is not effective, because there 
is free traffic in the Baltic between Scandinavian countries and 
the German coasts, and German warships prey upon neutral com- 
merce both in the North Sea and the Baltic. “ Furthermore, 
from the recent placing of cotton on the British list of contraband 
of war it appears that His Majesty’s Government have themselves 
been forced to the conclusion that the blockade is ineffective to 
prevent shipments of cotton from reaching their enemies, or else 
that they are doubtful as to the legality of the sort of biockade 
which they have sought to maintain.”’ Secondly, a blockade must 
apply impartially to the ships of all nations. But in the present 
British “ blockade,’’ as just indicated, German ports are notori- 
ously open to traflic with the ports of Denmark, Norway and 
Sweden. Moreover, Great Britain herself, as appears from the 
British Note of 13th August, is exporting largely to Norway, 
Sweden, Denmark and Holland, whose ports, so far as American 
commerce is concerned, she regards as blockaded; although, 
according to The Franciska (10 Moo, P. C., p. 56), ports cannot be 
regarded as effectively blockaded if the blockading State itself 
trades with them. And thirdly, a blockade cannot, according to 
the law of nations, extend to a neutral port, notwithstanding the 
importance of that port as a base of supply to the enemy. This 
is supported by reference to the Declaration of London, which 
has been adopted, without modification on this point, by the 
3ritish Order in Council of 29th October, 1914—“ The blockading 
forces must not bar access to neutral ports or coasts” (Art. 18); 
to the report of the Drafting Committee ; and to the instructions 
to the British delegates to the Conference of London, which in- 
cluded the following sentences, stated in those instructions to be 
founded on the decisions of the British Courts :— 

“A blockade must be confined to the ports and coast of the 
enemy, but it may be instituted of one port or of several ports 
or of the whole of the sea-board of the enemy. It may be in- 
stituted to prevent the ingress only or egress only, or both.” 

“ Where the ship does not intend to proceed to the blockaded 
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port, the fact that goods on board are to be sent on by sea or 
by inland transport is no ground for condemnation.” 


And these instructions were supported by reference to British 
cases, including The Jonge Pieter (1801, 4 C. Rob. 79), where it 
was held that goods shipped from London to Emden, thence inland 
or by canal to Amsterdam, then blockaded by sea, were not subject 
to condemnation for breach of blockade. And, it is added, “ The 
Matamoras cases, well known to the British Government, support 
the same rule, that neutral ports may not be blockaded, though 
‘trade with unrestricted inland commerce between such a port 
and the enemy's territory impairs undoubtedly, and very seriously 
impairs, the value of a blockade of the enemy’s coast,’ ”’ ; 

Other customary elements of a regularly imposed blockade are 
missing, such as the notification of the particular coast line in- 
vested and the imposition of the penalty of confiscation. But the 
United States Government thinks it sufficient to rely on the above 
three tests; and, judged by these, “the present British measures 
cannot be regarded as constituting a blockade in law, in practice, or 
in effect.’’ And the comments on the blockade lead to the follow- 
ing declaration :- 

“Tt is incumbent upon the United States Government, 
therefore, to give His Britannic Majesty's Government notice 
that the blockade, which they claim to have instituted under 
the Order in Council of 11th March, cannot be recognised as 
a legal blockade by the United States.”’ 

As regards The Springbok case, on which Great Britain has, in 
the present war, laid emphasis, it is pointed out that before the war 
the official view, as expressed in the instructions to the British dele 
gates at the London Conference of 1908, was that the decision there, 
“that goods of contraband character seized while going to the 
neutral port of Nassau, though actually bound for the blockaded 
ports of the South, were subject to condemnation,” was based on 
the goods being contraband, and that it was not meant to cover a 
case of blockade-running in which no question of contraband arose. 
And the Note on this head concludes: “It may be pointed out 
also that the circumstances surrounding The Springbok case were 
essentially different from those of the present day to which the 
rule laid down in that case is sought to be applied. When The 
Springbok case arose the ports of the Confederate States were effec- 


tively blockaded by the naval forces of the United States, though 
no neutral ports were closed and a continuous voyage through a 
neutral port required an all-sea voyage terminating in an attempt 
tu pass the blockading squadron.”’ 

|7'o be continued.] 





Lord Derby’s Recruiting Scheme. 


The Tollowing letter has been addressed by the Council of the Law 
Society to all practising solicitors :— 
Law Society’s Hall, 
Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
15th November, 1915. 

Dear Str,—The Council of the Law Society have received an 
intimation from the Departmental Committee yoy them to pre- 
pare a reasoned statement as to the classes of skilled or experienced 
employees of whom some proportion must be retained in order to enable 
solicitors’ practices to be carried on, and, as far as possible, the propor- 
tion which is regarded as essential. 

In order that the Council may be able to do this they venture to 
request you kindly to fill up, sign, and at your earliest convenience 
return to me the schedule which is enclosed. The information so pro 
vided will be regarded as strictly confidential and used exclusively for 
the purpose indicated. 

The Council have been informed that if care is taken to present only 
bedrock figures any statement which they may submit, backed as it 
would be by the authority of the Society, would probably carry great 
weight with the recruiting authorities. You will appreciate, therefore, 
the necessity for care and promptitude if the Council, and through them 
the profession, are to be assisted by information which may now be 
afforded. The Council realise that the question of whether any indi- 
vidual solicitor or member of a firm or of their staff is or is not dispen 
sable must, to some extent, depend upon the possibility of obtaining 
substitutes. They think it well, therefore, to append an extract from 
a letter received from the Departmental Committee on the subject. 

I am, dear Sir, yours faithfully, 
E. R. Coox, Secretary. 


EXTRACT FROM LETTER :— 
Home Office, Whitehall. 


4th November, 1915. 

CLERICAL AND COMMERCIAL EMPLOYMENTS 
COMMITTEE. 
= * * > * 
From the evidence already before my Committee it is clear that 
the supply of men who are over military age or who have been 





rejected by the authorities as unfit for military service is wholly 
inadequate to satisfy present and contingent demands. Of men 
who have been invalided out of the Army, and who will generally 
be regarded as having a first claim on the labour market, compara- 
tively few have yet been returned to civil life. Lads under military 
age are being largely employed as substitutes for enlisted men, but 
here again the supply is short, and this expedient is subject to the 
serious disadvantage that if the employees are not far short of 
military age they may leave the employer just at the time when 
they are becoming useful. 

Undoubtedly, it is to the ranks of women that employers of 
clerical labour must chiefly turn for substitutes. In some of the 
larger and more highly organized concerns—banking, insurance and 
the like—employers, we’are informed, have so far experienced little 
difficulty in replenishing with women their depleted staffs. The 
women in these cases are very often the friends or relatives of 
members of the existing staff. We believe that a considerable part 
of the problem will be solved if large employers will adopt this 
means of replacing enlisted men. The women clerks so engaged 
are employed at first, at all events, in the more elementary branches 
of clerical work, and in a surprisingly large number of cases no 
previous business training seems to be required. 

It is certain, however, that in the near future, as men are called 
up for the forces under Lord Derby’s scheme, there will be a great 
and increasing demand in all commercial centres for clerical labour 
which the sources of supply that I have alluded to will be alto- 
gether unable to meet, and my Committee have accordingly decided 
to approach immediately the local authorities in all important 
towns and invite them to start at once schemes for organising a 
supply of clerical workers and for fitting them, so far as can be done 
in the time available, by emergency classes to supply the places of 
the men who will have gone. We are informed that in London and 
Manchester, to name two great centres, steps in this direction have 
already been taken, and we hope that similar schemes will soon ke 
set on foot in every important commercial centre in the kingdom. 
Local authorities undertaking this work will be invited to co-operate 
closely with employers in their respective areas, and among other 
things :— 

(1) To prepare as careful an estimate as pee of the exist- 
ing and contingent demands for clerical labour ; 

(2) To devise and initiate suitable courses of instruction ; 

(3) To take steps to attract a supply of women of sufficient 
education, and to keep a register of those who pass through the 
emergency classes, 

You will remember that, in the course of his remarks at the Home 
Office Conference, Lord Derby laid special stress on the desirability 
of giving a preference in employment to the women relatives of 
enlisted men. The separation allowance in the case of most enlisted 
clerks will go but a little way towards maintaining the man’s family 
in the position to which they have been accustomed. Rent, insur- 
ance, schooling for his children—these and other liabilities must be 
discharged in his absence, and, if his wife is able and willing to 
undertake clerical duties, her claim to a preference in employment 
will not be denied. 

In the interests of recruiting it is highly important that the places 
of enlisted men should be kept open for them. This is an honour- 
able rule, and, so far as we are aware, a practically universal one 
in the branches of employment we are —e No less desir- 
able is it that the employment of substitutes for enlisted men should 
be known to be, and declared to be, temporary and for the period 
of the war only. 

(For Schedule see next page.) 
The following letter has been addressed to the Provincial Law 
Societies :— 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., ? 
15th November, 1915. 

Dear Srr,—I am desired by the Council to send to you a copy of 4 
letter which they have addressed to each practising solicitor, and of the 
schedule which accompanied it. 

It is evident to the Council that many solicitors of available age 
will be affected in their decision as to volunteering for military service 
by the question of the possibility of arranging for their businesses to be 
carried on in their absence. The Council desire me therefore to express 
the hope that your Society will take steps to assist solicitors in your 
district to make the necessary arrangements. They would suggest that, 
under its auspices, those who are beyond military age should be asked 
to undertake the supervision and conduct of the practices of their pro 
fessional brethren who enlist, on the understanding that in honour they 
will be bound to the utmost of their power to preserve intact the prac- 
tice of their fellow-practitioners, and in no way to take advantage of 
their absence. ioe : 

The Council feel that the question of the terms upon which in this 
way a business shall be carried on must depend upon the circumstances 
of each case. They venture to suggest, however, that an equal division 
of profit charges would form an equitable basis upon which to arrive at 


an arrangement, , 
Yours faithfully, 
E. R. Coox, Secretary. 


The Hon. Secretary, Law Society. 
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The Engineering Institutions’ Volunteer Engineer 
Corps. 


The first meeting of the General Committee of this body, which took 
place last week, has perhaps attracted more attention in engineering 
circles than anything previously recorded as to the inception and progiess 
of this corps. When the presidents of the three premier institutions 
of the world—the British ‘* Civils,”’ ‘‘ Mechanicals,’’ and ‘‘ Electricals ’” 
—deem an occasion of sufficient moment to grace it with their joint 
presence, the movement in question is obviously one to command the 
sympathy of engineers far and wide. Incidentally, it may here be said 
that the recruiting for this corps is not confined to engineers, although 
they form the majority of its members. Good men are acceptable 
whether members of these institutions or not, and even those untrained 
as engineers are welcomed if they answer to certain very reasonable 
requirements. ; i 

At the meeting last Friday there were present : Mr. Alexander Ross, 
Professor Unwin, Mr. C. P. Sparks, Sir John Snell, Sir John Gavey, 
Dr. Tudsbery, Mr. Highfield, Colonel Le Rossignol, R.E., Major 
Henrici, R.E.,Captain Sankey, R.E., Mr. L. B. Atkinson, Lieut.-Colonel 
C. B. Clay, V.D., Commandant, Mr. E, G. Fleming, Adjutant. 

The meeting was the occasion of some enthusiasm, and an Executive 
Committee was formed, consisting of Sir John Snell (retiring president 
of the Institution of Electrical Engineers) as chairman; Sir Maurice 
Fitzmaurice, C.M.G. (a vice-president of the Institution of Civil 
Engineers), Colonel Le Rossignol, R.E., Lieut.-Colonel C. B. Clay, Mr. 
L. B. Atkinson, hon. secretary and treasurer; Mr. Fleming, and a repre 
sentative of the Institution of Mechanical Engineers, to be nominated 
by the president. 

The report of the Commandant as to the progress of the corps was 
most encouraging. To this report he added that an arrangement had 
been made for sharing headquarters with the 4th Battalion City of 
London Regiment (Architects’ Corps). The premises comprise a spacious 
drill hall, and above this are the necessary offices for providing for mess 
rooms, common-room, orderly-room, canteen, &c. Through the kindness 
of Mr. A. Campbell Swinton, F.R.S., the corps has received a present 
from Messrs. Crompton & Co. of a new Admiralty pattern seachlight, 
This is being erected on the 
premises of the London Electrical Engineers (T.F.}, where the neces- 
sary instruction will be given. Several men have already qualified in 
this branch, and parties are engaged each week-end on important work 
in connection with the defence of London. Under these auspicious cir 
cumstances, and with these comfortable and excellent premises for head 
quarters, the corps should prove attractive to all suitable men who wish 
to serve their country. 

The corps will only accept as new members those who are over mili- 
tary age, or disqualified by reasons of health, or who are engaged on 
war work, and who are not allowed by the Government on that account 
to enlist in the forces, but whose training in this corps would fit them 
to take part in the defence of the country in the event of a raid by the 
enemy, or any other emergency; and would also fit them to volunteer 
as trained men for service overseas if such a necessity arose at a later 
period in the war. 





Reviews. 
Books of the Week. 


Criminal Law.—Criminal Appeal Cases. Reports of Cases in 
the Court of Criminal Appeal, July 29th, 30th; August 20th ; 
October 18th, 25th, 1915. Edited by Herman Conen, Barrister-at- 
Law. Vol. XI., Part X. Stevens & Haynes. 4s. 

Negotiable Instruments,—Bills, Cheques, and Notes: A 
Handbook for Lawyers and Business Men, ‘together with the Bills of 
Exchange Act, 1882, and the Bills of Exchange (Crossed Cheques) Act, 
1906. By J. A. Stater, B.A., LL.B. (London), Barrister-ot-Law. 
Second Edition, Revised and Enlarged. Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons 
(Limited). 5s. net. 

Canada Law Journal, Oct., 1915. 
(Limited), Toronto. 

The Canadian Law Times, Oct., 1915. 
(Limited), Toronto. 75 cents. 

Military Law. 
Stevens & Haynes. 

The War.—Naval and Military Despatches Relating to Opera- 
tions in the War. Part IT., Nov., 1914, to June, 1915. With Names 
of Officers and Men Mentioned and Awards of the \ ictoria ( ross. 
Printed under the Authority of His Majesty’s Stationery Office. 
Wyman & Sons (Limited). 6d. 


Canada Law Book Co. 
The Carswell Co. 


Courts Martial. By an Army Officer. 


ls. 6d. net. 
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CASES OF THE WEEA. 
House of Lords. 


BRADFORD CORPORATION v. MYERS. 20th and 21st July ; 
12th November. 

LimitaTIONs, STaTUTE Or —ACTION AGAINST PuBLic Bopy—Sa.e or CoKEe 
py CORPORATION—NEGLIGENT DeLiveERY—NEGLECT ‘‘ IN EXECUTION OF 
Pustic Dury or AutTHoritry ''"—Contract ENTERED INTO WITH PRIVATE 
INDIVIDUAL UNDER GENERAL POWERS GIVEN BY STATUTE—PUBLIC 
Avursorities Prorecrion Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vict. c. 61), s. 1 


Held, that the defendants, when delivering coke to a purchase Tr, were 
not acting in pursuance of any statutory duty they owed him, and 
therefore in respect of damages caused him by the negligence or default 
of the carman, the servant of the corporation, they were not pro 
tected by the privilege granted toa public authority by section 1 of the 
lect of 1893 Hence the action was not barred, although it had not 
been *‘commenced within six months next after the act, neglect, o7 
default complained of.”’ 

Decision of Court of Appeal (reported 59 Soxicrrors’ JourNaL, 57; 
1915, 1 A. &. 417, 138 L. G. #. 1) afarmed 

Appeal by the Corporation of Bradford from a decision of the Court 
of Appeal, which reversed a judgment of the Divisional Court (Bray, 
J., and Lush, J the latter dissenting), which affirmed the judgment of 
the county court judge at Bradford. The Bradford Corporation Gas 
and Improvement Act, 1871 (35 & 36 Vict. c. xciv.) empowered the 
corporation to acquire and carry on the gas undertaking of the 
borough and to sell the coke and other residual products resulting from 
the manufacture of gas The plaintiff, a shopkeeper in the town, 
bought from the corporation a ton of coke, which on delivery was, 
owing to the alleged negligence of the defendants’ carman, precipitated 
through his shop windo He issued a plaint in the county court 
claiming damages against the corporation, but did so after the six 
months limited by the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, had 
expired, and the learned judge held that section 1 of that Act barred 
the plaintiff's claim. Accordingly judgment was entered for the de 
fendants. ‘The Court of Appeal reversed this decision and directed 
that judgment should be entered for the plaintiff for the sum which 
the jury in the county court had awarded him. The corporation 
appealed. On the hearing of the appeal counsel for the appellants were 

alone heard, and judgment was reversed. 

Tue Hovse (Lord Buckmaster, Viscount Hatpane, Lords Duneprn, 
ATKINSON, and SHaw) held that the corporation, when delivering coke 
to an ordinary customer, were not doing an act in pursuance of an Act 
of Parliament within the meaning of the Public Authorities Protection 
Act, 1893, and therefore they were not protected by that Act. Appeal 
dismissed with costs. —CounsgL, for the appellants, /cCall, K.C., Ryde, 
K.C., and A. V. Mason; for the respondents, Scott Fox, K.C., ‘and 
Lowenthal. Sowicirors, Cann & Son, for F. Stevens, Town Clerk. 
Bradford ; 2. Bogue, for Scott, Eames, & Mossman, Bradford. 

Reported by Exsxrve Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


PRODUCE BROKERS CO. (LIM.) v. OLYMPIA OIL AND CAKE CO 
(LIM.). lith and l5th October ; 15th November. 


Sate or Goops—ARBITRATION CLAUSE—JURISDICTION OF ARBITRATORS TU 
ENTERTAIN AND Decipe as To Existence or Custom AFFECTING 
Ricuts AND LIABILITIES UNDER CONTRACT 
in connection with the sale of goods a dispute had arisen between the 

parties as to whether a certain tender was a good tender or not. The 
question was referred to arbitration and a special case stated for the 
opinion of the High Court. The High Court having answered the 
question im the negative, the matter went back to the Committee of 
Appeal, and they made an award, in which they stated that, while they 
*wunreserve dly accepted the said answers upon the construction of the 
contract as a matter of law apart from the custom of the trade,” they 
nevertheless found that there was a long-established and well recognised 
custom of the trade by which, in the circumstances of this contract, 
there was an appropriation of the cargo to the buyers. On a motion 
to the court by the buyers to set the award aside, 

Held, that the finding that there was a custom which in the circum- 
stances of the case regulated the rights of the parties was a finding 
within the jurisdiction of the arbitrators ; ; 

Decision of Court of Appeal (1915, 1 K. B. 233) reversed. 

Hutcheson v. Eaton (13 Y. B&B. VD. 861) and Re Arbitration, North- 
Western Rubber Co. and Hiittenbach & Co. (1908, 2 K. B. 907) 
disapproved. 

Appeal by the sellers against an order of the Court of Appeal setting 
aside an award. In May, 1912, the Produce Brokers Co. sold to the 
Olympia Oil and Cake Co. 6,000 tons of soya beans to be shipped from 
an Oriental port in December, 1912, and for January, 1913, by steamer 
to Hull. Clause 3 of the contract provided :—“ Particulars of ship 
ment . . . to be declared by original sellers not later than 40 days from 
the date of the last bill of lading. ... In case of re-sales copy of 
ériginal appropriation shall be accepted by the buyers and passed on 
without delay. *” Clause 10 provided :—** This contract is to be 
void as regards any portion shipped that may not arrive by the ship o1 
ships declared against this contract. . . .’"’ In September, 1912, the Pro- 
duce Brokers Co. purchased from the East Africa Co. under a similar 





contract 6,000 tons of soya beans for shipment in December, 1912, 
and/or January, 1913. ~ ln February, 1913, the Produce Brokers Co. 
received a declaration and appropriation of a cargo of soya beans for 
the ss. Canterbury, which was stated to have sailed from Vladivostok 
on 3lst January, and on the same date (4th February) the Produce Co, 
declared and appropriated this shipment to their contract with the 
Olympia Oil and Cake Co. On 4th February the ss. Canterbury was 
wrecked and her cargo totally lost, the loss being known in London 
about 3 p.m. on that day. The fact of the loss of the ship and cargo 
was not known to the East Africa Co. at the time of their tender to the 
Produce Brokers Co., but the Produce Brokers Co. were aware of it at 
the time of making their tender to the Olympia Oil and Cake Co. In 
these circumstances the Olympia Oil and Cake Co. refused to accept 
the tender. The question whether the tender was a good tender or not 
was referred to arbitration under the clause in the contract, and an 
award was duly made. That was carried to the Committee of Appeal, 
and they stated a special case for the opinion of the court. Certain 
questions were asked the court, the material one being whether under 
the terms of the contract there could be a valid tender or appropriation 
of a cargo shipped on board the ss. Canterbury to the buyers at a time 
when the vessel was wrecked and the cargo had become a total loss. 
The Divisional Court answered these questions in the negative. There 
upon the matter went back to the Committee of Appeal and they made 
an award, in which they stated that while they ‘‘ unreservedly accepted 
the said answers upon the construction of the contract as a matter of 
law apart from the custom of the trade,’’ they nevertheless found that 
there was a long-established and well-recognized custom of the trade 
by which, in the circumstances of this contract, there was an appropria- 
tion of the cargo to the buyers. On a motion to the court by the buyers 
to set aside the award, the Divisional Court held that the arbitrators 
had no jurisdiction to find conclusively the existence of a trade custom. 
They adjourned the motion, both parties to be at liberty to file further 
affidavits on the question of the existence of the alleged custom. The 
Court of Appeal affirmed that judgment, holding themselves bound by 
the decision in Hutcheson v. Haton (13 Q. B. D. 861) and Re Arbitration, 
North-Western Rubber Co. and Hiittenbach & Co. (1908, K. B. 907). 
The sellers lodged their appeal against the buyers’ motion to set aside 
the award as being ultra vires. 

Tue Hovse having taken time, gave judgment allowing the appeal. 

Earl LoreBurn said that in allowing the appeal they were not differ- 
ing from the opinions expressed by the Lords Justices. The Court of 
Appeal felt itself bound, however, by the decisions in Hutcheson’s case 
and the North-Western Rubber case, though it disapproved of them. 
He agreed with the opinions expressed by all the Lords Justices, and 
he proposed to give effect to them by moving that the order appealed 
from be reversed. In his opinion the Committee of Appeal had juris- 
diction finally to find as they did in regard to the custom of trade, and 
he confessed he was unable to understand the contrary principle laid 
down in the two cases the Court of Appeal had followed. 

Lords ATKINSON, ParKEeR, SUMNER and ParRMoor gave judgments to 
the like effect, and the appeal was accordingly allowed.—CounseL, for 
the appellants, Zeck, K.C., and MacKinnon, K.C. ; for the respondents, 
Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., Leslie Scott, K.C., and R. Dunlop. _Sott- 
Waltons &: Co.; W. A. Crump & Son, for Jackson & Co., Hull. 


CITORS, 
[Reported by Ersxrne Rep, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. DERBYSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL. No. 1 
26th and 27th October ; Sth November. 


Loca GoOvERNMENT—IsoLATION Hosprtat—ConstitTuTIon oF Hospital 
ComMirreE—REPRESENTATION OF DisTRICT AUTHORITIES—POWER OF 
County Councm TO ALTER REPRESENTATION—‘‘ REGULATIONS ” 
[soLtaT1ion Hosprtats Act, 1893 (55 & 57 Vicr., c. 68), ss, 9, 10, 18, 
20—INTERPRETATION Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr., c. 63). 

A county council which has made an order creating a united district 
for the purpose of establishing a hospital under the Isolation Hospitals 
Acts, 1893 and 1901, and determining the representation on the com- 
mittee of the council and the local authorities within the district, has 
power at any time, provided it directly contributes to the funds to Le 
administered, to dissolve the existing committee and create a new on 
in its place, and to vary and reduce thereon the representation of the 
local authorities concerned, and increase that of the county council. 


Appeal by the defendants from a decision of Sargant, J. The action 
was brought at the relation of the Baslow Urban District Council 
claiming a declaration that an order made by the defendants in January, 
1914, constituting a new hospital committee under the Isolation Hos- 
pital Acts, 1893 and 1901, was ultra vires and of no effect, and an 
injunction to restrain them from proceeding under the order. By the 
Haddon Hospital (County of Derby) Order, 1897, a hospital committee 
was duly constituted for the Haddon Joint Hospital District, an area 
in which there were eight districts, all represented on the committee. 
The relators had one representative, and the defendants two. The 
committee so constituted performed their duties until 1914, when, owing 
to differences of opinion between the council and the committee, the 
council made the new order complained of. This reduced the repre- 
sentation of the relators to half a member, and increased the council 
representatives to nine, a majority of the whole body. A contribution 
had always been made by the council to the funds of the district hos- 
pital, and this was a necessary condition to the direct representation 
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of the council on the committee. The relators contended that the 
committee Once constituted could not be changed, except upon its own 
application and with the consent of local authorities concerned. The 
defendants contended that they had power under the Acts to alter the 
constitution of the comntittee from time to time. Sargant, J., made 
the declaration and granted the injunction asxed for, and the defen- 
dants appealed. Cur. adv. vult. 

Tue Court, by a majority, allowed the appeal. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., read a dissenting judgment, in which he 
said that he agreed with the learned judge below that the county 
council did not possess the unlimited power claimed, and that an appeal 
to the Local Government Board was not the only remedy of a local 
authority. The general scheme of the Act he thought inconsistent with 
the idea that the committee was a mere creature of the county council. 
The word “election ’’ did not, in his opinion, connote by itself the 
determination of the question whether there should be one or two mem- 
bers for a particular constituency or no member at all. He thought 
that section 20 of the Act indicated a ‘‘ contrary intention.’’ On the 
whole, but not without hesitation, he thought the appeal ought to Le 
dismissed, , 

Bankes, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said the question de 
pended entirely on the construction of the Isolation Hospital Act, 1893. 
Section 9 provided for the making of an order constituting a hospital 


district, and directed the establishment of a hospital. Section 20, on | 


which the contest mainly turned, provided that the county council 
might, on the application of a hospital committee and with the assent 
of any local authority concerned, alter any order made by them “‘ for 
the establishment of a hospital.” 
their original order for a hospital and district, but they had so altered 
the constitution of the committee as to place the council in a 
substantial majority, and in order to effect that result had decreed that 


the existing committee should cease to hold office as from a certain | 


date. The formation of the committee was dealt with by 
section 10 providing that when a _ hospital district had been 
constituted a committee should be formed by the county council, 
who should make regulations for the election, rotation, and quali 
fications and all other matters relating to the constitution of such com 
mittee. That was a matter to be done after the order constituting the 
hospital district had been made, and his lordship did not agree with 
the contention that the constitution of the committee was a necessary 
part of that order. The order forming a committee, assuming it to be 
an order, and not a mere regulation, did not come under section 20. The 


real question, however, did not depend upon nice distinctions so much | 


as on whether what the county council had done was opposed to the 
general intention ef the Act so as to prevent the operation of the 
Interpretation Act; 1889, section 43, which provided for the execution 
of any power ‘‘as occasion arises,’’ and the revoking of rules, regula- 
tions, and bye-laws ‘‘ unless the contrary intention appears.’’ The 
conclusion he had come to was that the intention of the Act was to set 
up committees which should not be independent of, but subservient to, 
the county councils, even to the extent acted upon in the present in 
stance. [His lordship then indicated various provisions of the Act 
which appeared to support this view, and proceeded :] He could find 
no indication of intention to allow hospital committees to act inde- 
pendently of the county council, while sections 11 and 15 pointed 
strongly the other way. He thought, therefore, that the appeal suc- 
ceeded and should be allowed with costs. 

WarrincrTon, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect as Bankes, 
L.J.—Counset, Walter Ryde, K.C., 7'. J. V'omlin, K.C., and ZF. J. Nal- 
drett; 7’. W. H. Inskip, K.C., and Hon. 8. O. Henn Collins. Soxict- 
tors, Kingsford, Dorman & Uo., for N. J. Hughes-Hallet, Derby; 
(ruscotte, Wadham, Tickell & Co. for Gooding & Cockerton, Bakewell. 

[Reported by H. Lancrorp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


JONES v, GUEST. KEEN & NETTLEFOLDS (LIM.). No. 1. 
10th November. 


WorkKMEN’S CoMPENSATION—INDUSTRIAL DiseasE—LIABILITY OF 
RECURRENCE AFTER ReECOVERY—INCREASED SvuscepTipitiry—Con- 
GENITAL Derect—Onvus or PRooF—WoORKMEN’S COMPENSATION ACT, 
1906 (6 Ep. 7 c. 78), Scuep. I (1) (B). 


A miner who had been incapacitated by an industrial disease, and 
had been paid compensation, completely recovered, and the compensa- 
tion was stopped. He then applied for an award as being partially 
incapacitated owing to increased susceptibility from having once had 
the disease, and adduced medical evidence to this effect. There was 
unanimous medical evidence, however, that such susceptibility was 
also due to a congenital defect from which he suffered. The county 
court judge held there was no incapacity, and dismissed the application. 

Held, that there was no misdirection. 


Appeal by the workman from an award of the county court judge at 
Merthyr Tydfil. The facts of the case are sufficiently stated in the 
judgment of the Master of the Rolls. 

Lord Cozens-Harpy, M.R., said they could not interfere with the 
decision of the county court judge. The workman here had been many 
years a collier. He had a congenital defect in his sight which 
predisposed him to nystagmus. He had had nystagmus and had re- 
covered, but was unable to work underground. The man said that the 
fact that he had had nystagmus once made it all the more likely that 
he would have it again. What was the legal position in such circum- 
stances? Once the employer had satisfied the court that the man had 





| directed himself. 


Here the council had not altered | 
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| completely recovered from nystagmus the onus was on the workman to 


prove that any likelihood of recurrence was not due toe any congenital 
defect of the eyes, but to having previously had the disease : Jones v. 
New Brynmally Colliery Co. (5 B.W.C.C. 575), That was acase where 
there was no evidence of any increased disposition to nystagmus. The 
case was sent back on appeal to the county court judge. in Garnant 
Anthracite Colllery vy, Hees (1912 K. B. 372) there was such 
evidence. They were really asked to say that on the evidence in the 
court below the county court judge was bound to award in favour of 
the applicant because the evidence was all one way, and he had mis 
Medical evidence in a case of this kind was, after 
all, only a question of opinion: Lewis vy, Port of London Authority 
(7 B, W. C. C. 577). The county court judge referred certain ques 
tions to a medical referee. [His lordship read the questions and 
answers.] All the doctors agreed as to the congenital disease. There 
was no complete note of the learned judge’s decision, but he had taken 
t newspaper report of the case and said his decision as reported there 
was substantially correct. He asked himself the right questions. He 
also dealt with the evidence of the doctors, and said, ‘‘There is no 
medical decision on this question.’’ That could not be right. He must 
mean ‘‘ There is no unanimous medical opinion on the point,’ and in 
that he was probably right. His lordship declined to consent to the 
view that the learned county court judge was bound to award in the 
applicant’s favour. The Court could not interfere with the award 
which the learned judge had made, and the appeal would be dismissed. 

3ANKES and WarrincTon, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Llewellyn 
Williams, K.C., and Harold Morris; A. Parsons, K.C., and Rowland 
Thomas. Sowicrrors, Mdward Koberts & Lewis, Dowlais; Ullithorne, 
Currey, & Co., for D. W. Jones & Co., Merthyr Tydfil. 

(Reported by H. Lanerornpy Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.) 





Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty 


So . ° 
iVivision. 
IN PRIZE, 
“THE MANNINGTRY.” Sir Samuel Evans, P. 12th October. 
Prize Law-—Carco—ENemMy OWNERS—ALLEGED OWNERSHIP BY 

PARTNERS—ONE ALIEN ENEMY PARTNER—FAILURE OF BRITISH 

PARTNERS TO SEVER CONNECTION—CONDEMNATION. 

Though an alleged profit pooling among certain firms may constitute a 
partnership consisting of three British partners and one alien enemy 
partner, the goods being the property of the four partners, never- 
theless, as the three British partners had not taken steps to sever their 
connection with the enemy partner upon the outbreak of war, their 
shares in the goods must suffer condemnation. 

This was a claim for condemnation as prize of certain property alleged 
to belong to a partnership, one member of which was an alien enemy. 
The facts and arguments sufficiently appear in the considered judgment 
of the learned President. 

Sir Save Evans, P., said that the claim related to two consignments 
of zinc and leady concentrates laden in the vessel. They were shipped by 
the Australian Metal Co. (Limited) at Port Pirie before the war, to the 
order of the shippers or their assigns at Antwerp. The vessel was 
chartered by the Metallgesellschaft, of Frankfurt-on-Main. Five com 
mercial bodies or firms came into play in the intricate transactions 
which had to be investigated. They were the Metallgesellschaft, 
a very large German metal company with its head office at Frankfurt ; 
Henry R. Merton & Co. (Limited), of London, a registered British com 
pany; the Australian Metal Co. (Limited), of London and Melbourne, 
also a registered British company; Messrs. Vivian Younger & Bond, 
of London, a British partnership firm ; and the Compagnie des Minerais, 
a société anonyme, of Liége. An intimate and complicated inter- 
relationship existed between these companies and firms. The hand of 
the Metallgesellschaft was to be seen, and its powerful influence was 
exhibited at all times and places. The goods were seized at Brixham 
on 23rd September, 1914. The first claim was put in by Merton & Co., 
who claimed all the goods, ag ‘“‘ the true, lawful, and sole owners’’ at 
the time of seizure, because they had accepted the shippers’ drafts for 
the value of the goods, had taken up the shipping documents, and had 
paid the freight. Among the grounds of claim were statements that 
the zine concentrates were intended to be sold to the Compagnie des 
Minerais, but that as that company had not paid for them the property 
belonged to the claimants; and that the leady concentrates were con- 


' signed to the Metallgesellschaft for sale; and had, in fact, been sold 


by the Metallgesellschaft before seizure to a Belgian company at Hobo 


| ken. Subsequently claims were filed on behalf of Merton & Co., the 
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Australian Metal Co., and Vivian Younger & Bond. Mertons again 
claimed the whole on the same grounds as before. In the alternative 
they and the Australian Company and Vivian Younger & Bond claimed 
one-fourth share each in the leady concentrates, as three members of a 
‘ pool designated the 4/4 account,’’ of which the other member was the 
Metallgeselischaft. The claims as to the zinc concentrates were formu- 
lated as before. Finally, the Compagnie des Minerais claimed the zinc 
concentrates as the owners, ‘‘if it should be held that the property in 
same had passed from the said Henry R. Merton & Co. (Limited).”’ 


After reviewing the relationship between the parties, his lordship said : | 


In all matters relating to the zinc concentrates business, Merton & Co., 
in their financing accounts debited their acceptances to the Metallgesell 
schaft; and as was stated by Mr. Wilson, who was a director both of 


Merton & Co. (Limited), and of the Australian Metal Co. (Limited), in | 


his letter of 28th September to the Foreign Office :—‘‘ Up to the out- 


break of hostilities it had always been the custom of the Metallgesell- | 


schaft, of Frankfurt-on-Main, to remit to us the amount of each draft 
before its maturity.’ As against the speculation that the Belgian 
company alone purchased the zinc concentrates shipped by the Australian 
company, the facts cogently impelled him to the conclusion that the 
German company were the real purchasers to whom the goods were 
sent. And his lordship found upon the facts that at the time of seizure 
the cargo of zinc concentrates belonged to the Metallgesellschaft, and he 
pronounced their condemnation as enemy property. As to the consign- 
ment of 1,006 tons of leady concentrates this was claimed to have 
belonged as to three-fourths to three British business houses as members 
of the pool designated the 4/4 account formed by the Metallgesell 
schaft,’’ and the release of these three-fourths was demanded as if the 
pool were a partnership consisting of three British partners and one 
enemy partner. That there was a joint adventure in one sense could not 
be disputed, because a certain division of the ultimate profits had to 
be made. But whether the goods were ever the joint property of the 
four firms or corporations interested was open to grave doubt. In his 
lordship’s view the position was that the Metallgesellschaft were the 
; although they had to account to the three other 


The 


owners of the property 
members of the pool for the ultimate profits, and he continued : 


question on which the right to seize and confiscate the shares of the 
quasi-partners turned is whether they continued their connection with 


the house of trade after the war. It is obviously a question of fact 
whether there has been a continuation of the connection with a hostile 
house of trade during the war, or whether sufficient steps have been taken 
in proper time to sever the connection. It is incumbent on the person 
who has to sever his connection to show clearly that he took steps to 
do so; just as it rests upon a resident in hostile territory to prove that 
he was not there antmo manendi (cf. The Bernon, 1 C. Rob. 101). After 
reviewing the evidence on this point, he said :—Upon the whole case, 
if the claimants are to be regarded as partners or persons having 
shares in the German house of trade, T find that none of them took 
immediate or any steps to put an end to their connection with that 
house by reason of the outbreak of war; and their shares in the goods 
must upon this footing also suffer condemnation. I accordingly pro- 
nounce judgment of condemnation of all the goods claimed as good and 
lawful prize seized on behalf of the Crown as droits of Admiralty. As 
to the £1,046 paid by Merton & Co. (Limited) for freight on 9th 
October, the facts were similar to those relating to the payment of the 
freight in The Bilbster, with this circumstance in addition, that the pay 
ment was made after Mertons knew of the capture. The claim must 
be disallowed. Leave to appeal was given. A claim by the Union 
Bank of Australia for £3,100 paid to the shipowners on certain con 
signments of zinc concentrates was allowed, and also a claim by the 
shipowners for any unpaid portions of freight.—CouNsEL, Sir FP. B. 
Smith, K.C. (Soltcitor-General), Mackinnon, K.C., and R. A. Wright, 
for the Crown; Maurice Hil, K.C., Leck, K.C., and D. Stephehea, for 
the claimants; Brightman, for the shipowners; Dunlop, for the 
Union Bank of Australia in respect of claims for freight. So.icrtors, 
The Treasury Solicitor; Waltons d- Co.; Downing, Handcock, & Co.; 
Bircham & Co. 
[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 
“THE GERMANIA.” Sir Samuel Evans, P. 28h October. 

Prize LAw—OvrTsReAK OF WAR—Days or Grace—Hacver CONVENTION 

VI. (1907)—Apptication To Enemy Yacut—Nor a Vesser or Com- 

MERCE. 

The Sixth Haque Convention of 1907 extends only to vessels engaged 
in commerce, and consequently does not apply to protect an enemy- 
owned yacht. 


This was a claim by the Crown to confiscate the enemy-owned yacht 
Germania, which came to this country in July, 1914, for the Cowes 
Regatta, and was owned by Herr Krupp von Bohlen. After the out- 
break of war she was seized on 6th August. and ordered to be detained 
on the issue of the writ by the Crown. There was evidence to shew 
that the yacht was rapidly deteriorating, and leave was given to the 
owner's agents to dry dock and paint her, but there was an express 
stipulation that the contractors were to have no lien for the work 
against the Admiralty Marshal. Counsel for the Crown, while deny- 
ing any legal obligation to pay claims for accessories supplied to the 
yacht, agreed in the circumstances to a reference on those items. It 
was contended for the agents, for the owner, and for the persons in 
whose charge the yacht had been (Messrs. Summers) that the vessel, 
though not a merchant ship, ought to be brought within the spirit of 
The Hague Convention. Yachts were not mentioned because no one 


imagined that yachts found in port at the beginning of hostilities would 
| be condemned. Days of grace in which to leave had been allowed 10 
' merchant vessels since the Crimean War, and 4 fortiori a valuable 
toy like The Germania should have been given an opportunity of leay. 
ing when she had come practically as a guest to Cowes Regatta. 
{Sir S. Evans, P. : Assuming for the moment that The Germania is 
within the Sixth Hague Convention, a serious question will arise some 
day as to whether Germany can complain at all of anything done :n 
violation of the Convention, and it may have to be determined whether 
she has so far adhered to its provisions that she can call on any other 
| party to observe it.] The Solicitor-General said that, at the end of the 
war, if he was still a law officer of the Crown, he would strongly con- 
tend that a Power which had violated many of the important provisions 
of the Convention could not be heard here and contend that we were 
bound by the remaining provisions. 

Sir Samuet Evans, P., after stating the facts, said : It is clear that 
the Sixth Hague Convention does not apply to yachts. According to 
the preamble it was intended to protect vessels engaged in commerce, 
and the owner’s counsel does not suggest that The Germania comes 
within the Convention, but contends that, according to the spirit of the 
Convention, she should not be condemned. I have to deal with this 
case according to the ordinary law, by which this vessel, as enemy 
property found in port, is confiscable, and will be condemned. There 
is a claim by Messrs. Summers, who had done certain work on the 
yacht before the seizure to the amount of £176, and did other work 
and housed the yacht subsequently. I should have been prepared to 
decide against their claim on legal grounds, but I am not sorry that 
an arrangement has been come to by consent to see what sums ought 
properly to be allowed out of their claims. That disposes of their 
claims against the captors, but does not prevent them from pursuing 
their claims for the remainder of their expenses against the owner, 
which I hope that they may be able to do at some time. There will be 
an order for condemnation and sale. There will be leave to admit ua 
appeal on behalf of the owner within two months on security.—Counstt, 
The Solicitor-General (Sir F. HE. Smith, K.C.); . B. Marten 
(for G. T. Simonds, on H.M.S.); A. D. Bateson, K.C., and C. R 
Dunlop; W. N. Raeburn. Sortcrrors, The Treasury Solicitor; Ken 
neth Brown; Baker, Baker, & Co. ; Lowless & Co. 

[Reported by L. M. Mar, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Criminal Appeal. 


REX v. HANCOX. 8th November. 


CriminaL LAw—Evipence—StaTeMENT BY One Prisoner—Reap Over 
to Seconp—StareMents By SeconD PRISONER IN ANSWER— 
ADMISSIBILITY. ‘ 

Where two or more prisoners are charged jointly, and the police, on 
charging them, read over a statement made by one of them to a 
second, and the second prisoner, in consequence, makes a_ statement 
whic, amounts to an admission, evidence of the same is, on the authori- 
ties, admissible; but it is a practice which is to be condemned, as it 
amounts to a form of cross-examination after arrest by the police, and 
therefore the judge at the trial ought to refuse to admit evidence that 
the statement by the first prisoner was read over, if he is satisfied 
the! it was done for the purpose of obtaining an admission or confes- 
sion from the second. 

This was an appeal against conviction. The appellant and two 
other prisoners, Thomas and Gardner, were indicted jointly for house- 
breaking. Evidence was given identifying the appellant as having been 
seen in the neighbourhood of the house which had been broken into 
upon the day in question, but the witnesses only identified him when 
he was standing in the dock before the magistrates. The only other 
evidence against him was that, on being received into custody at Broms- 
grove from the Birmingham police, who had already charged him, le 
was again charged jointly with the other two prisoners, and statements 
which they had made implicating him were read over to him, in 
answer to which he made certain statements. These, it was suggested, 
amounted to an admission of his guilt. 

Avory, J., delivered the judgment of Tue Court (Lord Reap1ne, 
L.C.J., and Lusn, J., with him) as follows: The only evidence of 
identification in this case was given by witnesses who said they saw 
the appellant coming away from the neighbourhood of the cottage 
which had been broken into, carrying a bag. Not one of these wit 
nesses had the opportunity of picking him out from a number of other 
men. Each one of them saw him for the first time afterwards in the 
dock. It is impossible to say that any jury would have been justified 
in convicting him on that evidence alone. In addition, evidence was 
tendered that Thomas and Gardner had made statements after being 
taken into custody, and that those statements were read over to the 
appellant after he had been placed beside the other two prisoners at 
the police-station. Evidence was further given that on these state 
ments being read—statements which in terms impiicated the appellant— 
he said to Gardner : ‘“‘ You had your say behind my back; I shall say 
nothing now, but when the time comes, and you are in the box with 
me, I shall tell my tale. From what I can see, if it was not for this 
statement, I should not have been here.’’ Then, turning to Thomas, 
he added : ‘‘ You have got a month up against me, or two, or three; 
at the most you know nothing against me and Gardner, and if it # 
proved, I shall get a term, and he will. If you take it on your own 








would 
ed 10 
juable 

leav- 
gatta, 


nia is 


r COn- 
isions 
were 


r that 
ng to 
nerce, 
comes 
of the 
1 this 
enemy 
There 
in the 
work 
ed to 
+ that 
ought 
their 
‘suing 
wner, 
vill be 
nit wn 
INSEL, 
larten 
C. B 
Ken 


WER— 


ce, mM 
to a 
ement 
thori- 
ast 
, and 
e that 
tis fied 


on fes- 


d two 
house 
: been 
1 into 
when 
other 
yroms- 
m, fhe 
ments 
n, in 
ested, 


\DING, 
ce of 
y saw 
rt tage 
>» wit 
other 
in the 
st ified 
p was 
being 
o the 
prs at 
state 
lant— 
I] say 
with 
r this 
omas, 
shree; 

it is 
r ows 


Nov. 20, t9t5 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


[Vol. 60.) 79 








you will keep us out of it, and it will be all right."” That statement 
made by the appellant was obtained in pursuance of a practice which 
Mr. Milward tells us prevails among the police. It is a practice of 
putting prisoners together, and charging them with the offence with 
which they have already been age wap | charged, and reading over to 
one of them statements made by the others behind his back. That is 
a practice which is certainly to be condemned. It is a form of cross- 
examination after arrest, and the police have been told over and over 
again from the bench that they have no right to cross-examine prisoners 
after they have been arrested and charged. The difficulty is that, not- 
withstanding that the practice has been condemned, there are authori 
ties that, where it is followed, and the prisoner in answer makes a 
statement which is anything in the nature of a confession, or says any 
thing material to the case, that statement cannot be excluded in 
evidence. We are not therefore prepared to say that the statements 
by the appellant were not admissible in evidence, while repeating that 
if the practice is followed for the purpose of obtaining an admission 
or confession it is reprehensible and ought to be discontinued. We 
have to consider here whether the statements by the appellant supply 
the deficiency in the evidence against him. ‘There are expressions 
which may amount to admissions that he will get into trouble and 
imprisonment, but they are also capable of meaning that he will do 
so if the statements of the other prisoners are Believed. We are not 
of opinion that they amount so plainly to admissions as to justify any 
jury in acting upon them. As there is no other satisfactory evidence, 
the conviction must be quashed. I desire to repeat what I said in the 
course of the argument—that when such a position as that which was 
ereated here arises, we think the judge at the trial ought to refuse to 
admit the evidence that statements had been read over when once he 
1s satisfied that they were read over for the purpose of obtaining an 
admission or confession from the prisoner.—CounseL, Marchant; V. G. 
Milward. Soxicrrors, The Registrar of the Court of Criminal Appeal ; 
The Director of Public Prosecutions. 
[Reported by A. L B. Tuesicer, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


MAXIM +. GODSON. Neville, J. 13th and 29th October. 


Costs—TaxatioN—Experts--R S.C. Orps. 65 anp 27, sUB-RULES 
29 anv 38, 
There is no rule of practice that only two expert witnesses are allowed 
on each side in actions in which such witnesses are called. 
An expert who is called without protest and listened to by the Court 
ought to have his costs allowed unless there is some very special reason 
to the contrary. 


This action was one to restrain a nuisance by noise of machinery, and 
lasted three days, twenty-one witnesses being called, and the result 
being judgment for the plaintiff with costs. The plaintiff called three 
expert witnesses, and on taxation the taxing-master disallowed the 
expenses of the third expert, stating in his answers to objections that 
“the general but by no means universal rule is to allow two expert 
witnesses, and I am not able to see anything special in this case so as to 
justify this witness’s allowance.’’ The plaintiffs in their objections 
stated that this witness’s evidence touched upon very special facts not 
dealt with by the other two expert witnesses. The learned judge at the 
trial made no objection to the witness, but received his evidence and 
took notes of it. The question raised by counsel was whether, after 
an expert witness has been heard at the trial, his expenses ought to be 
disallowed by the taxing-master. 

Nevitze, J., after stating the facts, said : I have made inquiries and 
find there is no rule of practice that only two expert witnesses sre 
allowed on each side in actions in which such witnesses are called, and 
I think the taxing-master has exercised his discretion wrongly. It 
seems to me that. where a witness is called and examined before th« 
Court, without any objection taken by the Court or the counsel in the 
case, that his charges and expenses ought to be allowed on taxation, 
unless there is some special reason for disallowing them. I allow the 
plaintiff's objection, and the matter will be referred back to the taxing- 
master to vary his certificate accordingly.—Counser, C. EH. 2. 
Jenkins, K.C., and 7’. 7’. Methold; A. F. Peterson, K.C., and J. F. W. 
Galbraith. Soxicrrors, Firth & Co.; Smith, Rundell, & Dods. 

(Reported by L. M. Mar, Barristerat-Law.] 








_The Times correspondent at New York, in a message dated 17th 
November, says :—Recently a child was born in a Chicago hospital 
which, it is announced, the head surgeon is allowing to die, though an 


operation would save its life. The surgeon is reported to have said 
that the parents had given him the option of allowing nature to take 
its own course, and that nature would soon make a blank of her 
mistake. Were he to permit a defective child to live he would be 
guilty of a crime against the race. Miss Jane Addams, who denounces 
the doctor as an enemy of the human race, declares that ‘‘every infant 
is born into this world with the inherent right to have a chance to 
live.” The mother of the infant is quoted as saying, “I have given 
the doctor permission to do as he likes with the child. I do not want 
it to ive; I want it to die. Dying now is better than living with 
crippled brain and body.”’ 





New Orders, &c. 


New Statutes. 
On 10th November the Royal Assent was given to the following 


Acts — 
Naval and Military War Pensions, &c., Act, 1915, 
Clubs (Temporary Provisions) Act, 1915. 
Dundee Corporation Order Confirmation Act, 1915. 


War Orders and Proclamations, &c. 


The London Gazette of 12th November contains the matters taken 
last week from the Supplement of 10th November (ante, p. 60), and 
also the following :— 

1. A Foreign Office Notice, dated 12th November, making further 
additions or corrections to the list of persons to whom articles exported 
to China may be consigned. 

2. Orders of the Central Control Board (Liquor Traffic), dated 11th 
November, making regulations restricting the sale of liquor in the 
following areas (see ante, p. 61) :— 

(1) Midland Area. 

Hours of sale. 
(a) For consumption on the premises, 
On Weekdays: The hours between 11.30 a.m. and 2 p.m. 
and between 6.30 p.m. and 9.30 p.m. 
On Sundays: The hours between 12.30 p.m. and 2.30 p.m. 
and between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. 
(b) For consumption off the premises. 
On Weekdays: The hours between 11.30 a.m. and 2 p.m. 
and between 6.30 p.m. and 8.30 p.m. 
On Sundays: The hours between 12.30 p.m. and 2.50 p.m. 
and between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. 
(2) Western Border Area. 
Hours of sale. 
(a) For consumption on the premises, 
In part of area. 
On Weekdays: Between the hours of 12 noon and 2.30 p.m., 
and between the hours of 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. 
In the rest of the area. 
On Weekdays: Between the hours of 12 noon and 2.80 p.m. 
and between the hours of 6 p.m. and v p.m. 
On Sundays; Between the hours of 12.30 p.m. and 2.30 p.m. 
and between the hours of 6.30 p.m. and 9 p.m. 
(+) For consumption off tie premises. 
The same as for consumption on the premises, but an hour 
earlier in the evening. 
(3) Portsmouth Area. 
Hours of sale. 
(a) For consumption on the premises, 
On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. 
On Sundays: The hours between 12.30 p.m. and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m 
(b) For consumption off the premises. 
On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.40 p.m, 
and between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. 
On Sundays: The howfs between 12.30 p.m. and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. 
(4) Pembroke Area. 
Hours of sale. ; 
(a) For consumption on the premises, 
On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. . 
(6) For consumption off the premises. 
On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. 
(5) Plymouth Area. 
Hours of Sale. 
(a) For consumption on the premises. 
; On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. 
On Sundays: The hours between 12.30 p.m. and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. 
(6) For consumption off the premises. 
On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. 
On Sundays: The hours between 12.30 p.m. and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. 
(6) Falmouth Area. 
Hours of Sale. ; 
(a2) For consumption on the premises. 
On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. 
On Sundays: The hours between 12.30 p.m, and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. 
(6) For consumption off the premises. 
On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. 
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On Sundays; The hours between 12.30 p.m. and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 8’p.m. 
(7) West Riding Area, 
Hours of Sale. 
(#) For consumption on the premises 
On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.30 p-m., 
and between 6.30 p.m. and 9.30 p.m 
On Sundays; The hours between 12.30 p.m. and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 9 p.m. 
(6) For consumption off the premises 
On Weekdays: The hours between 12 noon and 2.30 p.m., 
and between 6.30 p.m. and 8.30 p.m 
On Sundays: The hours between 12.30 p.m. and 2.50 p.m., 
and between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m. 
All the above Orders prohibit treating, credit, 
and come into operation on 22nd November 
3. The following Admiralty Notice to Mariners, dated 10th Novem 
ber 
No. 1071 of the year 1915 Scotland, West Coast Firth of ( lyde 
Traffic Regulations. Cancelling No. 1026 of 1915, and repealing it with 
a& variation, 
The London Gazette of 16th November 
4. An Order in Council, dated 15th November. further amending the 
amended Schedule under the Order in Council of 7th October, 1915, to 
the Exportation Restriction Order of 25th June, 1915, by adding Tobacco 
to the List of excepted articles which are not required to be consigned 
to the Authorized Persons referred to in the said Schedule : 
5. A Foreign Office Notice, dated 16th November, making additions or 
corrections to the list of persons to whom articles exported to China and 
Siam may be consigned. 


and the ‘long pull,”’ 


ontains the following : 


War Loan Stock. 
VFORMS FOR EXCHANGE OF £5 VOUCHERS. 


Postmaster-General announces that holders of £5 serip certifi 

ind of scrip vouchers of the value of £5 or a multiple of £5 

il apply not later than 15th December at a money order oftice 

for the issue of corresponding War Loan stock. Application forms can 
now be obtained at any post oflice. 

Che application form also provides for payment of the interest and 
bonus when the scrip certificates and scrip vouchers are handed in, o1 
for crediting the amount to the applicant’s savings bank account. 

The application must be for £5 of stock or a multiple of £5. 
Vouchers for a less amount than £5 can either be kept for future 
investment when a complete £5 has been made up or be deposited in 
a savings bank account. 


URDER IN COUNCIL. 
Consolidation of Oxfordshire County Courts. 


Whereas it is enacted by the County Courts Act, 1888, that it shall 
he lawful for His Majesty, by Order in Council, from time to time, 
to order, amongst other things, the consolidation of any two or more 
Districts, and to order by what name, and in what towns and places, 
a Court shall be held in any District: 

Now, therefore, His Majesty 1S pleased, by and with the advice of 
His Privy Council, to order, and it is hereby ordered, that the District 
of the County Court of Oxfordshire held at Oxford and Bicester, and 
the District of the County Court of Oxfordshire held at Woodstock, 
shall be consolidated under the name of the County Court of Oxford- 
shire held at Oxford, Bicester, and Woodstock, and a Court shall be 
held in that District at Oxford, Bicester, and Woodstock. 

This Order shall have effect as from the Ist day of January, 1916. 

10th November. 


Emergency Statutes. 
The following is a further Emergency Statute (5 & 6 Geo. 5 


CHAPTER 82. 
Post Office and Telegraph Act, 1915. 


An Act to alter certain statutory limits of Postal and Telegraph Rates ; 
and for purposes connected therewith. [28th October, 1915. | 

Be it enacted, &c. : 

1. Variation of statutory limits for post and tels yraph rates.—For the 
purpose of enabling effect to be given to certain proposed changes of 
postal and telegraph rates, the following variations shall have effect 
With respect to the statutory limits applicable to those rates :— 

(a4) A maximum rate of a halfpenny for every six ounces in 
weight or for every fractional part of six ounces over and above the 
first or any additional six ounces up to such maximum weight as may 
be fixed by the Postmaster-General shall be substituted for the 
maximum rate of one halfpenny for each inland registered news- 
paper under subsection (1) (4) (iii) of section two of the Post 
Office Act, 1908 [8 Edw. 7, c. 48]; and 

(6) A maximum rate of ninepence for the first twelve words of 
each ordinary written telegram or for an ordinary written telegram 
vf less than twelve words shall] be substituted for the maximum rate 





of sixpence under section two of the Telegraph Act, 1885 [48 & 49 
Vict. c. 58]; and 

(c) The maximum rates for press telegrams under section sixteen 
of the Telegraph Act, 1868 (31 & 32 Vict., c. 110], shall be varied as 
follows :— 

A rate of a shilling for every eighty words shall be substituted 
for the rate of a shilling for every hundred words transmitted 
between the hours of six p.m. and nine a.m. to a single address ; 

A rate of a shilling for every sixty words shall be substituted for 
the rate of a shilling for every seventy-five words transmitted be- 
tween the hours of nine a.m. and six p.m. to a single address ; 

An additional charge of threepence for every eighty or sixty 
words, as the case may be, of the same telegraphic communication 
transmitted to an additional address shall be substituted for the rate 
of twopence for every hundred or seventy-five words as the case may 
be ; 

but rates for press telegrams shall not be raised above the limits exist 
ing immediately before the passing of this Act until after the thirty- 
first day of December, nineteen hundred and sixteen. 

2. Supplemental provisions.—(1) Any contract for the supply or 
delivery to subscribers of newspapers, periodicals, or other publications 
at rates including postage, so far as the contract includes the supply or 
delivery of publications the rate of postage on which is increased after 
the passing of this Act and before the first day of January, nineteen 
hundred and sixteen, may be determined by any party to the contract 
as from the date on which the rate is raised by notice given to the other 
party to the contract not later than fourteen days after the increase of 
rate takes effect. 

(2) In computing, for the purposes of subsection (2) of section two of 
the Post Office (Parcels) Act, 1882 [45 & 46 Vict., c. 74], the amount of 
the remuneration to railway companies for the carriage of parcels, there 
shall be excluded from the gross receipts of the Postmaster-General any 
increase in those receipts which is attributable to any increase in the 
rates of postage for parcels which is made after the passing of this Act 
and during the continuance of the present war and a period of six 
months thereafter. 

3. Short title.—This Act may be cited as the Post Office and Tele- 
graph Act, 1915, and may be cited with the Post Office Act, 1908, as the 
Post Office Acts, 1908 to 1915, and so far as relates to Telegraphs, with 
the Telegraph Acts, 1863 to 1913. 








Societies. 


The Belgian Lawyers’ Relief Fund. 


The Benchers of the Law Society of Upper Canada have generously 
contributed the sum of £100 to the Belgian Lawyers’ Relief Fund. 


General Council of the Bar. 

Vacancies having occurred on the Bar Council owing to the appoint- 
ment of Lord Robert Cecil, K.C., M.P., to be Parliamentary Under- 
Secretary for Foreign Affairs, of Mr. George Cave, K.C., M.P., to 
be Solicitor-General, of Mr. Lancelot Sanderson, K.C., M.P., to be 
Chief Justice of Calcutta, and of Mr. Scott Fox, K.C., to be a county 
court judge, the following gentlemen have been appointed to fill the 
vacancies :—Mr. A, Langdon, K.C., Mr. E. M. Pollock, K.C., M.P., 
Mr. A.’W. Bairstow, K.C., and Mr. Thomas J. C. Tomlin, K.C. Mr. 
J. A. Hawke, K.C., has been appointed a member of the Executive 
Committee in the place of Mr. Scott Fox, K.C. 








The War Loan and Conversion. 


In the House of Commons on Wednesday Sir C. Henry asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether he could state the amounts of 


Three-and-a-Half per Cent. War Loan, Two-and-a-Half per Cent. Con- 
sols, Two-and-Three-Quarter per Cent. Annuities, and Two-and-a-Half 
per Cent. Annuities that had been converted into Four-and-a-Half per 
Cent. War Loan, in accordance with the terms of the prospectus of 
2ist June. 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer (Mr. McKenna) :—The following 
are the approximate totals :— 

Amount of stock, &c., presented for conversion: 

Consels ” o ™ aa ... £204,000,000 
Two-and-a-Half per Cent, Annuities ... , 
Two-and Three-Quarter per Cent, Annuities ... 
Three-and-a-Half per Cent. War Loan 


£347,500,000 


The amount of Four-and-a-Half per Cent, War Loan given in 
exchange for the surrendered securities and for the.cash payment of 
about £6,750,000 in respect of the conversion of the Three-and-a-Half 
per Cent. War Loan is approximately £276,500,000. 

Commenting on this in its financial article on Thursday, the T'imes 
says :—Consols have been converted to the extent of 204 millions, and 
old War Stock for 135 millions, the total conversions making 3474 
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millions, andthe new War Loan stock substituted being approximately 
2764 millions. These are perhaps lower figures than may have been 
anticipated, since they appear to indicate that about 330 millions of 
Consols and 200 millions of old War Stock remain unconverted. But 
appearances are deceptive. 


money was payable, any party interested in the property should be 


| entitled to apply to the insurer to see that the money was laid out 


So large a proportion of Consols is held | 


by Government departments or otherwise locked up that the amount | 
converted is probably the bulk of what was privately owned. And as | 
regards old War Stock, its nearer date of redemption and availability 


for borrowing at the Bank always made its retention profitable, 


The Munitions Act. 


Mr. Lloyd George, says the T'imes, has drafted and will shortly intro 
duce into the House of Commons a Bill to amend the Munitions Act. 
The chief object of the Bill is to meet the grievances of the munition 
workers, who in one or two important areas are very restive under 
what they regard as the harsh penalties authorized by the Act. In 
particular, an attempt will be made to mitigate the severity of the 
munition tribunals and to get rid of the inconsistency of their judg- 
ments. 
machinery of the Munitions Act, is awaited with anxiety by the Labour 
leaders, who wish to rid the shipyards and munition works of outstand- 
ing friction at the earliest possible moment. 














War Risks to Property. 


Mr. Sydney A. Smith (Messrs. Weatherall & Greeti), says the Times 
read a paper on 11th November at the Auctioneers’ and Estate Agents’ 
Institute on war risks to property. 

He said that hehad not yet met with any ante-war lease which pro 
vided in express terms for the contingency of war damage, although in 
the case of a property in the City of London, let to a German firm in 
1912 for twenty-one years, a request was made by the lessee during the 
negotiations that the lease should be determinable at three months’ 
notice in the event of war with his country. At the time this was 


regarded as so absurd a suggestion that it was not given serious con- | 


sideration. 
After referring to the terms of insurance offered by underwriters and 
by the Government, Mr. Sydney Smith went on to say that all difficul. 


ties which the fire offices experienced were referred to the War Risk | 


Insurance Committee, and he believed that about 150 rulings had been 
given. 
policies had been followed. 
arisen for consideration. 
surveyor or the Government, it was uncertain what remedy the insured 
would possess. 


Possibly some fiat of the Attorney-General or petition of right might 
be needed. 

The persons to insure were those who were liable to replace the 
buildings or to suffer the loss. As between landlord and tenant, the 
responsibility for reinstatement depended on the express or implied 
covenants between the parties. Express covenants to repair and to 
maintain the property and so deliver it up would, it was thought, 
include this responsibility. The case of Chesterfield v. Bolton, decided 
in 1738, bore upon this point. 
it was held that a tenant was not excused from paying rent by the 
fact that he had been expelled from occupation by Prince Rupert’s 
army. 
rent although the premises had been burned. 

‘Where mortgages were in existence before the war many mortgagees 
had served their mortgagors with requests to effect insurance. Not a 
few difficulties could be obviated by the passing of a short Act of 
Parliament enacting that where a loss was incurred, and insurance 


In the settlement of claims the practice adopted under fire 
No new principles of valuation of loss had | 
If the loss could not be agreed with the loss | 


The term in the policy “‘ His Majesty’s Government”? | 
was a vague description, and a lawyer would be in doubt whom to sue. | 


In the case of Paradine v. Jane (1647) | 


Under Mark v. Cooper (1727) a tenant was liable to pay the | 


on the property. That would prevent any unscrupulous party from 
trying to make off with the insurance money. 








Help for Coast Towns. 


It is understood, says the 7'imes, that immediate steps are to be 


| taken to relieve the distress among lodging-house keepers and small 


The Bill, which will also provide for improvements in the | 
| tionment of the fund. 


| College, Oxford; H. N. Walker; T. 


tradesmen at watering-places and small fishing towns and villages on 
the east and south-east coasts. 

The Government Committee on the Prevention and Relief of Civil 
Distress has approved a scheme for the alleviation of exceptional cases 
of distress at those places which it is felt have a special claim for 
assistance from the funds generously provided by the Canadian Govern 
ment. A deputation representing north-east and east coat towns which 
recently waited on the committee was informed that the case was 
recognized as one deserving of immediate relief, and it was agreed that 
a conference, to which representatives of the south-eastern district 
should also be invited, should be held to decide on an equitable appor- 
It was expressly urged that the claims of 


fishing towns and villages which had suffered as a result of the taking 
over by the Government of trawlers and fishing boats should not be 


overlooked. : 

It is pointed out that the scheme is not one for the assistance of the 
rating authorities. Up to the present all the places affected have been 
able to provide the ordinary means of subsistence by grants from the 
National Relief Fund or from special local funds. No provision, how- 
ever. has hitherto been made to assist the lodging-house keepers and 
small traders to pay their rents, and it is this the new scheme is 
specially designed to do. a 

The sum allocated by the Government for the relief of distress on 


the east coast is now stated to be £150,000. 





Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Society. 


Unrvensity oF Loxnpon Law Srupents’ Socrery.—At a meeting held 
on Tuesday, 9th November, 1915, at University College (Mr. R. F. 
Levy, LL.B., in the chair), the subject for debate was: “That no 
clectoral system can be considered satisfactory which is not based uport 
the principle of proportional representation. ”’ Mr. Padshah opened 
in the affirmative, and Mr. O. W. Godwin in the negative. The follow- 
ing members also spoke: Messrs. Bradbury, Gregorowski, Parks, 
Morden, Messenesi, Gallagher. The leaders replied, and on the motion 
being put to the meeting it was carried by one vote. 


Calls to the Bar. 


The following gentlemen were called to the Bar on Wednesday : 

Lincotn’s Inn.—E. L. Green, London University. 

Inner Tempte.—J. H. Morgan, B.A., Oxford; R. H. Hyde-Thomson, 
B.A.. Oxford; R. M. Cluer, B.A., Oxford; H. Y. Loo, B.A., Oxford ; 
H. A. T. Trehearne, LL.B, Londog; M. Temple, B.A., Camb.; F. M. 
vice, Camb.; and S. R. Foy. 
gs ey ee -F. W. Galloway ; C. R. Unger; E. J. L. Harrison. 

Gray’s Inn.—D. M. James, B.A., Royal University of Ireland ; V. F. 
Smith: E. W. Chance, Lieut.-Colonel, R.A. ; E. L, H. Jansz, Worcester 
J. Theocharides; J. M. McEwen, 
B.Sc., London University. . 

The above list does not include the names of gentlemen who will 


| apparently not practise in England. 








W. WHITELEY, LTD., 


AUCTIONEERS, 


EXPERT VALUERS, 


AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


QUEEN’S ROAD, LONDON, W. 





VALUATIONS ror PROBATE 


ESTATE DUTY, SALE, FIRE INSURANCE, &c. 





AUCTION SALES EVERY THURSDAY, VIEW ON WEDNESDAY, 


LONDON’S LARGEST SALEROOM. 


‘Pont No.: PARK ONE (40 Lvs). : 


TELEGRAMS; “ WHITELEY, LONDON.” 
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Obituary. 
Mr. H. L. Cripps. 


The death took place on 11th November of Mr. Henry Lawrence 
Cripps, elder brother of Lord Parmoor. 

The eldest son of Mr. Henry William Cripps, Q.C., Chancellor of the 
Diocese of Oxford, he was born in 1846, and was a scholar of Win- 
chester, where he was Prefect of Hall, and of New College, Oxford. He 
was admitted a solicitor and joined the firm of Dyson & Co. in 1871, atid 
acted for the Metropolitan Board of Works from 1877, and for the London 
County Council from 1890 until his retirement from business. He was 
subsequently elected an Alderman of the London County Council. 

He was concerned in many of the large Parliamentary undertakings 
of his time, such as the Manchester Ship Canal and the railways now 
forming the underground system of London, as wel] as such London im- 
provements as Shaftesbury-avenue, Rosebery-avenue, and Aldwych. He 
also acted as adviser to the Metropolitan Water Board. An authority 
on private Bill legislation, he took a prominent share in the legislation 
in reference to gas and electricity, and is believed to have been the 
originator of the system of the sliding scale of price and dividend for 
gas companies. 

Mr. Cripps married in 1872 Miss Mary Freeling, granddaughter of 
Sir Francis Freeling, first baronet. 


Legal News. 


Information Required. 


THOMAS MAYNARD HAZLERIGG, late Major-General in the 
Royal Artillery, of 6, St. John’s Park, Blackheath, who died on the 
Sth instant.—-Information wanted as to any will left by this deceased. 
Any person having any testamentary document in his possession, will he 
a communicate with Morgan May, Solicitor, 28, Essex-street, 
Strand. 


Changes in Partnerships 


Dissolution. 


Wetiestey THomas HAamMonp and Extincton Nicuoras Benine- 
FIELD, solicitors (Hammond & Beningfield), Friars House, 39/41, New 
Broad-street, in the City of London. November 6. 

(Gazette, Nov. 16. 


General. 


News has reached the Vatican that, through the good offices of the 
Pope, the death sentences passed on the teacher, Louise Thuliez, 
Countess Jeanne de Belleville, and the chemist, Louis Severin, have 
been commuted to hard labour for life by the German authorities. 


The Z'imes correspondent at Petrograd, in a message dated 17th 
November, says :—The Council of Ministers yesterday approved a pro- 
posal of the Minister of Finance to suspend the remaining commercial 
and industrial enterprises of enemy subjects in Russia, at present 
numbering 1,102, employing 32,208 hands, with an annual turnover of 
£10,633,488, 


The appointment of Mr. 8. H. Lever, a practising chartered accoun 
tant, as Assistant Financial Secretary to the Ministry of Munitions, 
which was announced last week (ante, p. 62/7), is, says the 7'imes, 
further evidence of the adoption of business methods in the supply of 
munitions. Mr. Lever received his early professional training in Liver- 
pool, and is the senior partner of the firms of Messrs. Lever, Anyon, 
Honeyman, & Spence, in London, and Messrs. Barrow, Wade, Guthrie, 
& Co., New York. 

A message from the 7Z'imes correspondent at Délémont, dated 12th 
November, says :—‘‘ In spite of the difficulties of war-time travelling, 
many Americans are coming to take part in the international congress to 
be held at Berne on 14th December to study the basis of a durable peace. 
Among the eminent people who will send their adhesion to the Congress 
are ex-President Taft, and Dr. Lowell, president of Harvard Uni- 
versity. The United States is sending £360 and Holland £200 towards 
the expenses of the Congress, which does not aim at bringing about a 
premature cessation of the present war. 


The promised Government Bill for the prevention of the raising of 
rents in war-time still, says the 7'imes, hangs fire. The agitation for 
drastic action is rising, and the Workers’ War Emergency Committee 
formulated a definite programme at a meeting at the House of Commons 
on 1lth November. Their proposals are that legislation should proceed 
on the following lines :—(1) That rents should, for the duration of the 
war, not encead those in operation at the declaration of war. (2) The 
institution of Fair Rent Courts to which tenants could appeal against 
increases in rent. (3) That mortgagees should be forbidden’ to increase 
the rates of interest on pre-war mortgages during the war. (4) Notices 
of determination of tenancy should be made subject to the provision of 
the Courts Emergency Act as if they were notices of ejectment. 





Mr. George Cave, K.C., the new Solicitor-General and one of his 
Majesty’s Privy Council, has been returned unopposed for the Kingston 
Division of Surrey. 


‘“*T hope this is not a new disease,’’ said Judge Roberts at Clerken- 
well County Court on Wednesday, when a man handed up a medical 
certificate stating that he was suffering from ‘* war depression.” 


The Property Owners’ Protection Association invite owners of pro- 
perty, mortgagees, building societies, insurance companies, banks, and 
others interested to a meeting at the Great Hall, Winchester House, 
Old Broad-street, next Tuesday, at 3 o'clock, when Sir David Burnett 
will preside. 

The Times correspondent at Rome, in a message dated 16th Novem- 
ber, says :—A Government decree has been published revising the decree 
of last June, according to which the Government could requisition 
foreign ships in Italian ports on monthly payment. The new decree 
announces that payment may be dispensed with ‘‘ if exceptional circum- 
stances should make it advisable.’’ It would seem that this decree is 
directed against German ships in Italian ports, of which there is a 
considerable number. Austrian ships have already been commandeered 
and transferred to the Italian flag. 


A message from the 7'imes correspondent at Washington, dated 15th 
November, says: The American Importers Association of New York, 
many members of which are German-Americans, are starting an organ- 
ized attack upon our methods of dealing with claims presented under 
the arrangement by which we allow exports from Germany to the 
United States contracted for before 1st March to pass. They say that 
we are acting arbitrarily, unfairly, and slowly, and they threaten’ an 
agitation in Congress. The State. Department supports them to the 
extent of complaining that we made our requirements for proof that 
contracts are bona fide unnecessarily strict. A good deal, indeed, is 
likely to be heard of the matter, though, in point of fact, the issue is 
much exaggerated. The total value of the claims made, which number 
about 1,500, is not more than £5,000,000. Of the claims examined 
we have allowed far more than we have refused, and if the Foreign 
Office procedure is, perhaps, rather slow, the fault also lies largely 
with the way in which importers present their claims and the trade 
advisers of the State Department forward them. 


A Reuter’s message from Amsterdam, dated 13th November, says: 
A Brussels telegram states that the Governor-General of Belgium has 
issued the following order : In accordance with Article 49 of The Hague 
Convention relating to the regulations, laws, and practices of war on 
land, a monthly contribution of 40 million francs (£1,600,000) is hereby 
imposed on the Belgian population until further notice, as a share of 
the costs and requirements of the Army and the administration of the 
occupied territory. The German Government reserves the right to 
demand payment in monthly instalments, wholly or partly in German 
money, at the rate of exchange of 80 marks for 100 francs. The 
obligation to pay extends to the nine Provinces of Belgium, which as 
joint debtors are responsible for amounts owing. The payment of the 
first instalment must be made at the latest by 10th December, 1915, 
and the following payments must be made not later than the 10th of 
each month at the Army Pay Office of the Imperial Government 
General, Brussels. If in order to procure means for payment promis- 
sory notes are issued by the Provinces, the form and contents of these 
notes will be fixed by the Imperial Commissioner of Banks in Belgium. 








The by are cautioned to be sure of obtaining the genuine 


Sectional Bookcase, as exhibited at “Ideal Homes” and 
other exhibitions, particulars of which may be obtained free from the 
sole inventors ay manufacturers, William Baker & Co., Oxford. 
Avoid imitations, which, although similar in name and general appear- 
ance, are quite differently constructed, of inferior finish, and moré 
expensive. e “Oxford” is o Nn genuine when connected with the 
name of Writ1aAM Baxer & Co.—{Advt.) 


“ Oxfor 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


RoTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
EMERGENCY APPEAL CouRT Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Rota. N NEVILLE. 


Mr. Goldschmidt 


Date. 


Monday .. Nov. 22 Mr. Bloxam 
. B Jolly 


JOYCE, 
Mr. Jolly 
Greswell 


Bloxam 
Greswell 
Mr. Justice 

SARGANT. 


Borrer 
Goldschmidt 
Mr. Justice 
Date. EVE. 
Monday ..Nov. 22 Mr. Synge 
Tuceds) Borrer 
Jolly 


xam 
Goldsch midt 
Goldschmidt Leach 


Church 
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' The Property Mart 


Forthcoming Auctior Sales. 
November 25.—Mesers. H. E. Foster & C#ANFIELD, at the Mart :—Reversions 
Policies, Rent Charges, Stocks and Shares (see advertisement, back pave, this week). 
November 30.—Messrs. HAMPTON & Sons, at the Mart: Freehold Residence (see 
advertisement, back page, this week). 








Winding-up Notices. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

London Gazette—FRIDAY, Nov. 5. 


Boston HoTet Co, Lrp. (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION).—Creditors are required, on or 
before Nov 25, tosend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their deb s 
or claims, to Charles Lucas, West st, Boston, Lincs, liquidator. 

ENGLISH, LyD.—Creditors are required,on or before Nov 22, to send their n mes rnd 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Russell Eggleton, 
College ct, Gloucester, liquidator. y 

Loxpon NoRTH AFRICAN Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 4, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, toGeorge 
Lewis. 46, Fish st hill, liquidator. 

gatmon Motor Co, Lrp.—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 6, to send the'r 

nd addresses, and the particulars of t:.eir debts or claims, to J. Sedgwick, 
uu dator 

SHEFFIELD CUTLERY CO-OPERATIVE PRODUCTIVE SocrIETY, I TD.—Creditors are required 
forth+ith to send their nsmes and addresses, and the part culars of t! eir debts or 
claim, to Thomas James Baylis, 29, High st, Rotherham, liquidator. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Nov. 9. 
F. N. GULLICK & Co. Ltp.—Creditors are required, on ur before Nov 23, to send their 
names and ad and the particulars of their .ebts or claims, to Mr. William 
Henry Th 194, Col st, liquidator. . 
SHIRLEY Pap B Co. LTD,—Creditors are required, on or before Nov 20, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Herbert Smith, 57, Colmore row, Birmingham. liquidator. 





Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gazette—FRIDAY, Nov. 5. 


Highgate Motor Cab Co, Ltd. 

Sungei Nipan Estate, Ltd. 

Inter-Guar -nty Syndicate, Ltd. 

Tolhouse Pharmacy. Ltd. 

Scientific Carpet Shaking and Bed Cleani g 


Harry Mills, Ltd. 

Potential ee Ltd. 

RB. Fisher & Co, Lt. 

A. Suffolk, Ltd. 

J. G. Boyes, Lid. 

National Income Tax Recovery Co, Ltd. Co, \Ltd. 

Thelma syndic te, Ltd. Tedder, Rutley & Johnson, Ltd. 
Treiegar and District Laundry Co, Ltd. Milton Laundry Works, Ltd. 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, Nov. 9. 
Eastern Counties Portland Cement Co, 


Ltd 
T. T. Gething & Co (London), Ltd. 
Markets, Ltd. 
Transvaal-Zambesi Co, Ltd. 
Atlas Clup, Ltd. 
8S. & A. Barker, Ltd. 


Beach Hotel Ltd. (St, Ives) 
Warburton & Hall Ltd. 

Menai Collieries, Ltd. 

Stone ‘'rchid Co, Ltd. 

Walaboda Tea ~*, _ Co, Ltd. 
Fireproof Doors, 6 

Northfleet Portland Cement Co, Ltd. 
Aston Mazna Brick andTile Co, Ltd. 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last DAY OF CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov 5. 


ABuD Henry MALLABY, Vicarage gate, Kensington Dec9 Becher, Bedford row 

ALUREDGE, ROBERT, Hartest, Suffolk, Shoemaker Dec 1 Woolnough & Co Bury St. 
Edmunds 

ASKHAM, JoHN UNWIN Sheffield Dec 20 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 








BALDWIN, JamEs, Accrington, Hay and Straw Dealer Deel7 Broughton & B.oughton, 
Accrington 

BARNES, GEORGE ROBERT Cambridge, Baker Dec6 Wootten, Cambridge 

BisHoP, JULIA, Jermyn 8 Dec? ennedy & Co, Abchurch In 

BURROW, SELINA MARGARET, Low Feil, Durham Dec3 Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle 


u ne 

enutinnl FREDERICK, Peterborough Decl Welchman & Dewing, Wisbech 

COUNDON, JOHN ROBERT, Ilford, Essex Dec2 Pettiver & Pearkes, College hill 

DANOCOCKS, GEORGE WINGFIELD, Hook, nr Surbiton, Surrey, Dairy Proprietor Dec 11 
Sherrard & Sons, Gresham st 

ERBSLOH, JOHN ARNOLD, Whitstable Decl4 Haslewood & Co, Temple chmbrs 

EVANS, ELIZABETH Wrexham Decll James & Co, Wrexham 

FAITHFULL, FRANK EvstTack, Oakwood ct Dec3 Bischoff & Co, Great Winchester st 

FITCH«TT, HENRY Simpson, Burton on Trent, Brush Manufacturer Dec 1 Samble 

Barton on Treat 

GLOVER, JOHN, Audley, Stafford, Farmer Dec8 Slaney, Newcastle 

GODDARD, EvIza, Christchurch East, Bournemouth Dec 9 J & W H Druitt, Bournemouth 

GOODMAN, ELIZABETH CHARLOTTE, Oxwith, Gower nr Swansea Nov 30 Price, 
Swansea 

HEFFORD, CHARLES FREDERICK, Croydon Dec4 Strong & Bolden, Graceehurch st 

HOULT, HENRY, Colwyn Bay, Wales Dec4 Shipton & Ainsworth, Buxton 

Huy, Dame SELINA, Manchester Nov 30 Risque & Kobson, Manchester 

HURRELL, ANNIE, Burwell, Cambridge Decl Ennion & Eunio., Newmirket 

HusskY, ARTHUR Law, Uckfield, Sussex Dec6 Metcalfe & Co, New sq 

HYDE, GEORGE, Milverton. Warwick Decl Smith & Malins, hirmipgham 

INWO..D, MARY ANN, Alton, Hants Decl Fowler, Southampton 

JACKSON, AUGUSTUS. Northfleet, Kent, MA, Nov 30 Mitchell & Macartney, Gravesend 

JOBLING, |}HOMAS HENRY, Scremer-ton Town Farm, pr Berwick upon Tweed, Farmer 
Nov15 Wade & Koberison, Alnwick 

JOHNSTONE, WILLIAM, Leuton, Nottingham Dec 4 Johnstone & Williams, Not- 
tingham 

MCLAREN, HENRY, Trecynon, Aberdare Dec4 Williams, AberJare 

MORGAN, WILLIAM Harry, Cheltenham Dec 16 Earengey & Praen, ( heltenham 

NELSON, ALBERT OMMANNEY, Bournmouth Dec 15 Nelson & Co, Cannon st 

ene ~ ’ -yenepeoeaees st, Hyde Park Dec31 Hammond & Richirds, Lincolns inn 

eids 

NIEBUHR, GusTAV, Madely rd, Ealing Dec 4 Whitworth, Nottingham 

PARKER, GEORGINA HARRIET, Orpington, Kent Dec 11 Green & Co, Southampton 

PARKISS, WALTER FRE'-ERICK, Willesden ln Dec10 Sawbridze & Son, Aldermanbury 

PLUMPTON, J@HN, Lianidloes, Montgomery, Hotel Proprietor Nov 27 G.orge, 
Lianidloes, N Wales 

PURVES, ALMIRA, Holyport, Berks Dec 10 Kerly & Co, Austin friars 

ROBINSON, THOMAS HOPE, Stanhope terr, Hyde Park Nov 30 Lithgow & Pepper, 
Wimpule st 

SHELLEY, NORMAN, Sydney, New South Wales 
Walbrook 

SMART, JANE, Winchcombe,Glos Dec 4 Clarkson & Son, Ironmonger In 

SPENCER, VARY, Storey’s Wav, Cambridge Nov 30 Risque & Robson, Manchester 

STRANGE, Lucy, Ramsgate Dec5 Dennes & Co, Chancery ln 


Dec 6 Linklater & Co, Bond ct, 


TAYLOR, ELLEN EMMA, Margate Dec6é Sankey, Marga e 

TEDLIE, MARIAN ELLEN. Ci eltenham Dec 9 Sole & Co, Aldermanbury 

THOMAS, ELLIs, Talsarnau, Merioneth Nov 30 Lioyd George & Geor.e Cricc eth 

THOMAS ROBERT, Caergwrie, F.:int, Farmer Dec5 Allingten & Co, Wrexham 

TOovVEY, ARTHUR, Granville pl, Portman sq Dec 20 
Hampstead 

WIGNALL, BENJAMIN, South Shore, Blackpool, Fellmonger Dec12 Waterhouse, Black- 

I 


Collacott, Executor, Pond st, 


poo 
WILKINGS, SARAH, Weston super Mare Decl Ford, Weston super Mare 
WILLEMENT, CORNELIA, Heigham, Norwich Dec 8) Cozens-Hardy & Jewson, Norwich 
WILLEMENT, LAURA, Heigham, Norwich Dec 30 Cozens Hardy & Jewson, Norwich 


| WILLIAMS, THOMAS, Chester,Grocer’s Manager Dec 11 Jolliffe & Hope, Chester 


WILS0x, JoHN KINGSFORD, Ranmoor, Sheffield Dec6 Vickers & Co, Sheffield 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 9. 


ALDEN, GEORGE, Caerphilly, Glam Dec7 Jones & Son. Cardiff 

ASPIN, ANN, Blackpool Dec 10 Robinson, Blackpool 

AYRE, ELLEN, Cropstone Leicester Dec15 Stevenson & Son, Leicester 

BALDWIN, JOHN BRAKEWELL Phillimoreter, Kensi gton, Ariist Dec15 Letts Brothers, 
Bartlett's bidvs or Miller & Steele, Finsbury q 


| BARRATT, GEORGE, Newhall, nr \orthwich, Chester Jan1 Stringer, Sandbach 
| BENSON. FRANCIS ALOYSIUS, Middlesbrough, Physician and Surgeon Dec 6 Hardy, 


Middlesbrough 


| BETBEDER, JEAN FAUSTIN, Hayes ct, Camberwell Dec 10 Browne, Hart st, Blooms- 


bury 
BLACK, THOMAS PORTEOUS, Nottingham Nov 30 ‘Fox & Manning, Nottingham 


| BROOKE, HELEN, Sidcup, Kent Dec31 Rogers & Co, Victoria +t, Westminster 
| BROOKS, EMILIE ANNA, Nottingham Deci1l Bryan, Nottingiam 


BRUCE, CHARLES THOMAS, Chapel st, Belgrave sq Jan1 Bircham & Co, Parliament st, 
Westminster 

BURNELL GEORGE CUTHBERTSON, Whitby, near Chester Nov 29 Pedley & Co, Elles- 
mere Port 


Cawoop, Mary, Hove; Rev EDWARD Hay CRANE CAWOOD, Falmouth ; and WILLIAM 


BENJAMIN CRANE CAWOOD, Hove Dec10 Marcy & Co, Bewdley 
CHAPPLE, MARY, Brixton hl Decl10 Honey & Honey, Fenchurch st 
CLARKE, ESTHER ANN, Shire, reen, Sheffield Decl4 Bradiord, Rotherham 











THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 
FUND, LIMITED, 


MOooORGATE sTREUT, LOWDoww, 


ESTABLISHED IN 1890. 
LICENSES INSURANCE. 


‘ SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTETRB. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 

The Corporation also insures risks in connection with FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 
BURGLARY, WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &o., under 
a perfected Profit-sharing system. 

APPLY FOR PROSPECTUS, 


4pplication. 
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COLEMAN, ALFRED Tom, 


Ply mouth 


Coorer, HENRY MARK HvGHa, Princesst Dee 6 St Quintin, Princes st 
Borlase & Johnson. Brighton 
Williams & Co, Newtown 
BENJAMIN, Tipton, Staffs, Coal Merchant Dec6 Stockdale, Wednesbury 


CROUCHER, CONSTANCE, Hove, Sussex Dec 10 
Davies, JOHN, Lianwyddelan, Montgomery Dec 31 
Parr, 


FREEMAN, WILLIAM, Heightington, nr Bewdley, Worcester, Farmer Dec lv 


Co, Bewdley 


GRAINGER, JAMES FRANCIS STUART, late a Captain in the lith Battalion, Royal High- 
Holloway & Co, Lineo:n's inn flelds 

Mander & Sons, New sq, 
Captain FRANK, Ashton under Lyne, Chartered Accountant 


landers Dec 16 
GRANT, HENRY, Croydon 
HAMER, 

Ashton under Lyne 


Dec 14 


HANSON, Lieut Commander OswaALD HgeskeTH, RNVR, James st, 


Leslie & Co, Laurence Pountney hill 
HAYNE, Henny, Tunbridge Wells Dec 18 
Hopeson, ELEANOR, Preston Nov 30 
JONES, EDWARD, Bedwas, Mon Nov 30 
JongESs, Rev Evan, Carnarvon 


Bankruptcy Notices. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, Nov. 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


PAKER, DAYip, Bognor, Baker Brighton PetNovi Ord 
Novl 

BATT, ROBERT CECTL, 
ampton Pet Nov 3 

BEAUMONT, REGINALD, = _gdns, Bayswater High 
Court Pet Sept 1s Ord Nov 2 

RABIN, CHARLES, Badingham, Suffolk, Cai penter 
wich Pet Novl Ord Novl 

ERADLEY, FREDERICK MARK, Peterborough, 
Peterborough Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov? 

Coxom, Tuomas, Great Gr.maby, Tobacconist 
Grimsby Pet Nov? Ord Nov 2 

Davis, Grorregey 8, Euston rd High Court 
Ord Nov 2 

I nwnuret, J W, North End rd, West Kensington, Electri- 
cal Engineer Hich Court Pet Oct1l Ord Nov2 

likeroxn, WILLIAM, Grosmont, Yorks, Farmer Stockton 
on Tees Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

Hovsna, AARON SAUL, Leeds, Clothier Pet Nov 1 
Ord Nov 1 

KELLER, J, Old Kent rd 


Nov 


Southampton, Bookseller Scuth- 


Ord Nov 3 


Ips- 
Nurser) n 
Great 


Pet Oct 7 


Leeds 


High Court Pet Oct 11 Ord 


Krorosky, Josern, Cardiff, Butcher Cardiff Pet Oct 20 
Ord Nov 2 

LeEtiIsonN, FRANK V, Park at, 
Pet Oct 7 Ord Nov 3 

REID, JAMES, Fleet wood 
Novl Ord Novi 

RUSSELL, SELINA, Sheffield 
Nov 3 

PeENJAMIN, Cardiff, Wholesale Picture Framer 

Pet Oct 9 Ori Nov2 

SPRECKLEY, JAMES POOLE, Abthorpe, 
Farmer Northampton Pet Nov 1 

STREET, ALMA MADELINE, Southsea, Hants 
Pet Nov 1 Ord Novi 

UNWIN, EpitH Mary, Golders Midd lx 
Pet Novl1 Ord Novi 

Woopoock, SAMUEL JOHN, Grappenhall, 
Warrington Pet Nov 1 O:d Novi 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


BEAUMONT, REGINALD, Lincen gdns, Bayswater 
at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SRABBIN, CHARLES, Badingham, Suffolk, Carpenter 
16 at 8 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

DAVIES, DAavip, Briton Ferry, Glam, 
12 at 11 Off Rec, Government bidgs, 
Swansea 

Davis, Georrrey §, Euston rd 
bidgs, Carey st 

Dewnvust, J W, North End rd, West Kensington, Elec- 
trical Engineer Nov 15 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

Foot, WILLIAM JAMES, Stourpaine, Dorset, Farmer Nov 
12at2 Off Rec, City chmbis, Catherine +t, Salisbury 

GoLpDIne, RICHARD SKERRETT, Lambourn, Berks, Rave- 
horse Trainer Novis at 12 St Aldate:, Oxford 

Hepnon, WILLIAM, Grosmont, Yorks, Farmer Nov 16 at 
11.80 Off Ree, Court chmb: s, Albert 'd, Middiesbrough 

Jonxs, Emma, Treharris, Merthyr Tydfil, Beer Dealer Nov 
2 at 11.15 Off Rec, St. Catherine's chmbra, 8t. Cath- 
erine st Pontypridd 

JORDAN, JoserH WILLIAM, Herne Bay, Kent, Builder 
Nov13 at 10.30 Off Rec, 684, Castile st, Canterbury 

KELLER, J, Od Kentrd Noviléat 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

LEVISON, FRANK V, Park st, Maible Arch Nov 16 
Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

PRITCHARD, ALBERT EDWARD, Dover, Grocer Nov 13 at 
11.15. Off Rec, 68a, Castle st, Canterbury 

TAYLOR, SAM, Loughborough, Brake Proprietor 
atll Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

TWiss, FREDERIC WILLIAM, and WALTER JosEPH Twiss, 

ke; at present serving in His Majesty's Army, and carrying 
oa te siness at Iifracombe, Booksellers Nov 15 at 2 
The Atlantic Private Hotel, Iifracombe 

WATKINS, ALBERT JOHN, Gaiusborough, Engineers’ 
Labourer Nov 5 at 12 Off Rec, 10, Bank st, Lincoln 

WINSTANLEY, HENRY, West Melton, York, Licensed Vic 
tualler Nov il2ati2 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
BAKER, DAVID, Bognor, Baker Brighton 


ov 
BATT, ROBERT CECIL, sorenen, 
ampton Pet Nov3 Ord Nov 
BRABBIN, CHARLES, Badinghbam, 
Ipswich Pet Nov! Ord Novi 
BRADLEY, FREDERICK MARK, Newark, 
Nurseryman Peterborongh Pet Nov 2 
Coxon,- THOMAS, Great Grimsby, Tobacconist 
Grimsby Pet Nov2 Ord Novz 


Marble Arch High Court 


Lancs, Tailor Blackpcol Pet 


ShiMfield Pit Nov 8 Ord 


SHATZ, 
Cardiff 
Northampton, 
Ord Nov 1 
Portsmouth 
Green, Barnet 
Chester baker 
Nov 15 
Nov 


Grocer Nov 
St Mary st, 


Nov 15at1l Bankruptcy 


at ll 


Nov 12 


Pet Novl Ord 


Bookseller South- 
Suffolk, Carpenter | 
Northam pton | 

Ord Nov 2 
Great 


Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 

Houghton & Co, Preston 
Treasure, Pengam, nr Cardiff 

Dec 4 Davies & Co, Carnarvon 


| SAVILLE & WALTON, Victoria at, 


Marcy & 
Manchester 


sq, Manchester 


Lincoln's inn 
SIMPSON, JAMES, Reigate, 


Dee 7 
Paddington 


Hamer, 
Dec 22 Church st, Greenwich 


SUNDERLAND, 
toria st 


Co, Bournemouth 








HARFORD, JAMES STUART, Morchard Bishop, 
High Court Pet Sept 7 Ord Nov 2 

HEBRON, WILLIAM, Grosmont, Yorks, Farmer Stockton 
on Tees Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov2 

HOVSHA, AARON SAUL, Leeds, Wholesale Clothier Leeds 
Pet Nov1 Ord Novi 

PERKY, HERBERT DUNCAN SMITH,} Castelain rd, Suther- 
landav High Court Pet Aug?2?s Ord Nov 3 

RAB, WILLIAM CHRISTIE, Pevensey, Sussex, Tobacco 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Auglv Ord Nov 3 

Rem James, Fle-two.d, Lancs, Tailor Blackpool 
N vl Ord Novi 

SPRECKLEY, JAMES POOLE, Syreshim, Northampton, 
Farmer Northampton Pet Novl Ord Novl 

STREET, ALMA MADELINE, Southsea, Hants Portsmouth 
Pet Novl Ord N.vl 

UNWIN, EvitH Mary, Ashbourne av, Golder'sGreen Bar 
net Pet Nov l Ord Novl 

Woupcook, SAMUEL JOHN, Grappenhall, 
Warrington Pet Novl Ord Novl 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Nov. 9, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ASPINALL, ROBERT, Rechdale, Lane:, 
Rochdale Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 
Booker, THOMAS JAMES Penshurst, Kent, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Tunbridge Wells Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 
DAViS, Henry HOWARD, Wylde Green, Warwick, 
monger Birmingham Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 2 
FERRIS, a K, Rivington st, Cabinet Maker High 
Court Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 
HILDIIOH. THOMAS ARTHUK Nuneaton, Warwick 
try Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov3 
JACKSUN, ALFRED, Far ‘ otton. Northampton, 
Northampton Pet Nové Ord Nové 
MCNAIR, JOHN JAMES, Odell, Beds Bedford Pet Nov 5 
Ord Nov 6 


Chester, Baker 


Faim Labourer 


Iron- 


Coven 


Tailor 


} 
NAPIER, GEORGE CARLINGTON, South Shields, Beer Retailer 


Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov5 
RASHLEY, JOHN FRANK, Malton, Yorks, Florist 
borough Pet Nové Ord Nové 
RoBinson, ERnest, Kingston upon Hull, Baker Kingston 
upon Hui} Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 4 
Rosson, Joun, Bankfoot, Bradford Bradford Pet Nov 5 
d Nov 5 


Court Pet Sept 3 Ord Nov4 

STIGANT CHARLOTTE, Margie, | Licensed Victualler Can- 
terbury Pet Nouv 3 Ord Nov 3 

WEBSTER, JESSIE HARRIETT CHRISTELLE, Wallingford, 
Berks Oxford Pet Aug18 Ord Oct 6 

WOOLLARD, JAMES CROMWELL, Margate, Dairyman, 
terbury Pet Nov6é Ord Nov 6 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


BAKER, DAVID, Bognor, B ker 
124, Marlborough pl, Brighton 

BATSFORD, WILLIAM JOHN, Hoddesdon, Hei ts, Fishmonger 
Nvis«t 1130 is, Bedford row 

BATT, RopeRT CECIL, Southampton, Bookseller Nov 16 
at 12 Off Rec, Midand bank chmbrs, High st, 
touthampton 

BRIDGETT, SaMURL, Leigh, Staffs, Coal Merchant Nov 16 
at 12 Off Rec, 12, St Peter’s chu chyard, Derby 

Coxon, THOMAS, Great Grimsbr, Tobacconist Nov 16 at 
1l Off Rec, 8t Mary’- chm brs, Great Grimsby 

HENRY HOWARD, Wylde Green. Ironmonger 
Nov 17 at 11.3 Ruskin chmbrs, Corporation st, 
Birmingham 

FERRIS, FREDERICK, Rivington Cabinet Maker 
Nov 16 atl Bankruptcy bidgs, ey st 

HARRISON, JOHN EDWARD Windermere, Westmor!and 
Fruiterer Nov 18 at 11.3) Off Rec, 16,Cornwailis st, 
Barrow in Furness 

HAWKS, WILLIAM HENRY, Wembley, Boot Sakseman 
Nov 18atli 14,' Beaford row 

HILDITcH, THOMAS ARTHUR, Nuneaton, Warwick Nov 1s 
atl2 Off Rec, *, High st, (oventiy 

HovsHa, AAR@N SAUL, Leeds, Cl. thier Off 
Rec, 24, Bond st, Leeds 

Krorosky, Josern, Cardiff, Butcher Novi7at3 Off 
Rec, 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

meer © Eaxxst, Kingston upon Hul!, Baker Nov 13 


ff Rec, Y.rk City Bank chmbr’s, Lowgate, 


Can- 


Davis, 


st, 


Nov 17 at 11 


Hal 

Rosson, Jouy, Binkfoot, Bradford Nov 17 at ll Off 
Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

SAVILLE & WALTON, Victoria st Nov 17 at12 Pank- 
ruptey b dgs, Carey st 

SHATZ, BENJAMIN, Cardiff, Picture Framer Nov 16 at 8 
off Rec, 117,8t Mary st, Cardiff 

| SHEARD, CHARLES PERCY, Harrow on the Hill Nov 18 at 
12 14, Bedford row 

Weopcock, SAMUEL JOHN, Grappevhall, Cheshire, ce 
Nov 17 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Mancheste 

WOOLLARD, JAMES CROMWELL, M«rgate, Deirymen Nov 
17 at 11.15 Off Rec, 684, Castile st, ewig A 

YOuNG, CHARLES, Beeston, x gs Wheelwright Nov 17 
at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 


TREHERNE, Second ie ARTHUR REGINALD, Camberley, Surrey 


Devon } 


Pet | 


Scar. | 


Westminster High | 


{Nov 16 at 2.30 Off Rec, 


Ivybridge, Devon, Tailor Feb 6 Whiteford & Bennett‘ | Kemp, ELIzaseTH,Southampton Dec13 Waller & Thornback, Southampton ‘ 
| KENNEDY, EDWARD LEFRoY, Mile Endrd Dec17 Maitland & Knightrider st. 

Parsons, CHARLES Hector, Shirley, Warwick Dec 5 Bu ingham ; 

Preston, FRANLIN Roperts, Lunecliffe, Lanc ay Nov 19 erson, Lancaster 3 

RIPLEY, CHARLES Roger, Folkstone Dec 20 Earengey & Pruen, 

RoaERs, — CRANE, Tiimpley, nr Bewdley, Worcester Dee 10. Marcy & 

Be 
RusH, MARTHA Repecca, Harrow, Middix Dec? Deputy Public Trustee, Albert 


| SCHONE) BERGER, Jacon, Seacombe Cheshire Dec 7 Deputy Public Trustee, Alb3 


Stenh h 


Dec 6 





& Co, 
SIMs, ALFRED FREDERICK, Plumstead, Kent, Baker io 24 a Batchelor & Batchel 


SMITH, AUGUSTE LOUISE CHRISTIANE, Brighton Dec 31 Boxall & Kempe, Brighton 
Ivy SopHia, Albany mas, Battersea Park Dec 10 Batten & Cor Vie™ 


Nov 18 Trevanion 


ADJU DICATIONS. 


ASPINALL, ROBERT, Rochdale, Farm Labourer Rochda 
Pet Nov 4 Ord Nov 4 

BEAUMONT. REGINALD SYLVESTER, Linden gdns, Bays 
High Court Pct Sept}8 Ord Nov6é 

Davis, HENRY Howarp, Wy de Green, Warwi k, I 
monger Birmingham Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 2 

DEWHORST, JOHN WRIGHT, North End rd, West Kensi 
ton, Electrical Engineer High Court Pet Oct 
Ord Nov 6 

EMTER, NATALIE ALMA, bing ary Manchester 
chester Pet Sept 28 Ord Nov 4 

GyTon, ARCHIBALD — Suffolk, Miller Great Yar 
mouth Pet Sept 30 Ord Nov 4 

HiLpitcH, THOMAS ARTHUR, Nuneaton, 
Coventry Pet Oct 20 Ord Nov 38 

HILL, ALFRED, Sutton, Surrey, Fishmonger Croy: 
Pet July i5 Ord Nové 

JACKSON, ALFRED, Far Cotton, Fotieugian, Tals 
Northampton Pet Nov6 Ord N 

KROTOSKY, JOSEPH, Cardiff, Butcher “Carditt Pet Oct 
Ord Nov 4 

McNair, JouHN James, Odell, Beds Bedford Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 5 

RASHLEY, JOHN FRANK, Malton, Yorks, Flo 
Scarborough Pet Nov6é Ord Nov6é 


Warw 


a 


; 


ROBINSON, ERNEST, ) Singtee epee aes Baker Kingste@ 


upon Hull Pet Nov 4 

Ronson, JOHN, Bankfoot, Bradford Bradford Pet Noy 
Or a} Nov5 

| STIGANT, CHARLOTTE, Moree secu Victual’ 

| Canterbury Pet Nov3 Ord N 

SHATZ, BENJAMIN, Cardiff, Picture ‘ieow Cardiff 
Oct9 Ord Nov4 


| WARBURTON, JAMES, Lower Heath, Congleton, Chester 


Thrashing Machine Owner Macclesfield Pet Sept 
Ord Nov4 

WOOLLARD, JAMES 'CROMW Margate, Dairym 
Canterbury Pet Nové Ord Nové 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Nov. 12. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AMSCHEWITZ, IstpoR, Threadneedle st, Stockbroke 
Clerk High Court Pet April 22 Ord Nov9 
BLAKELEY, SAMUEL 
Assistant Dorchester Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 
| Bo1t, LINDLEY ALEXANDER, Witham, Essex, Commer 
Traveller Chelmsford Pet Nov9 (rd Nov9 
BRIGGS, CHRISTOPHER JNETT, Hartlebury, pr Kidd 
minster, Farmer Kidderminster Pet Oct 14 
Nov 10 
BROADBENT, ROBERT, Mountain Ash, Glam, Fishmong 
| Aberdare Pet Nov8S Ord Nov8 
| BROOKS, ALBERT, Bedford, Butcher Bedford Pet No 
Ord Nov 8 
CUMMINGS, RICHARD, Northampton, Dyer and Dry Clear 
Northam: ton Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
DEARLOVE, ROBERT JOSEPH, Duke st, Grosvenor 
Tailor High Court fe: Oct 19 Ord Nov9 
DICKERSON, GEORGE St Leonards on yA —_ and How 
Agent Hastings Pet Oct26 Ord N 
DyER, WILLIAM PIPPEN, and FRANCIS joan Dyer, Cu 
Rivel, 
Nov? 
ELMs, WILLIAM, Trethoma*, nr Bedwas, Mon, Gene 
Draper Newport, Mon Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
GARDNER, ALBERT, Pulborough, Susex, Engine 
Brighton Pet Nov$ Ord Nov8 
GRANTHAM, SIDNEY. Hessle, Yorks, Farmer Kingste 
upon Hull Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov8 
GRIFFITHS, TAMAR, Llandudno, Bangor Pet Nov9 ¢ 
Nov 9 


HALT GARAGE, Lianelly. Motcr Car Dealers Carmart 
Pet Oct 28 Ord Nov 10 

HueHeEs, JOHN CHARLES, Great \ “Tt 
Great Grimsby Pet Nov 9 Ord Nov 

MackEY, THOMAS WILLIAM, Broad In, South Tottevh 
Fishmon:er Edmonton Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 

Mat, FREDERIC, Bournemouth, Fruiterer Poole Pet Ne 

Ord Nov 9 

nt PeTer, Birmingham, Pai.ter Birmln 
Pet Novs Ord Nov8 

Moopy, JAMES, Kingston upon me Painter Kin:-ste 
upon Hull Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 

OFFER, eo JuHN, Hove Brighton Pet Augil 0 


Nov 
Raxxin, Seum, Cardiff, Draper, Cardiff Pet Nové 0 
6 


Newsage 


Ord Nov 1 
TEBBIT, he Birmingham, Furniture Dealer Birm 
bam Pet Nov9 Ord Nov? 

WALTER, CHRISTINA LYDIA, Stoke upon Trent 8t 
upon Trent Pet Oct11 Ord Nov 8 
WIBBERLEY, WILLIAM, Swansea, Baker 

Nov 10 Ord Nov 16 
WILKINSON, NORMAN, Huddersfield, 
Huddersfield Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov9 


Swansea 
Credit Drap 





ERALD, Dorchester, Chen. ist’ 
8 


Somerset, Builders Yeovil Pet Nov 9 Ont 


REGAN, Mn ag J, Clement’sIn High Court Pet Oct§ 


ee 
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